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The institutes of various sages, as 
embodied in the Dharma^^stra. 
which form the primary source of 
the Hindu law. treat iaw In the 
widest sense of the term. In these 
institutes, no distinction was drawn 
between positive taw on the one 
hand and taws of morality and 
religion on the other. But the 
distinction appeared gradually, 
some traces of it can be found in 
the institutes of YSjnavalkya. which 
devote a separate chapter, called 
Vyavahara, to the positive iaw. 
This authority is held in the highest 
esteem by the Hindu lawyers. The 
Mitaksdra of VijnaneSvara. which 
gives a systematic exposition of the 
law and is held to be the highest 
authority in almost all schools, 
professes to be but a commentary 
on Yajnavalkya. The most impor- 
tant part, the Vyavahara, as in 
YSjnavalkya and MitSk$ara. com- 
prises the sections on the law of 
inheritance and succession. The 
gradual development of the Hindu 
law. which was originally moulded 
by the institution of family. con<%is- 
ted of the recognition of individual 
rights and In the irrtroduction of 
cognates as heirs in preference to 
more distant agnates. 

The Viramitrodaya. composed by 
Mitramisra (17th cent.) is a well 
known treatise {nibar^dha) and has 
always been regarded as an autho- 
rity of considerable importance by 
the High Courts and legal experts 
in British India. It presents in a 
very systematic way the views of 
Yajnavalkya and Mitakfara and 
upholds their opinions, particularly 
of the latter against critics like 
Jimutavfihana. it also gives a 
satisfactory exposition of which 
may have been left doubtful by the 
Mitkk^ra. 
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PREFACE. 


The Institutes of the various sages, which form the 
primary source of the Hindu law, treat of Law in the 
widest sense of the term. The rules embracing the leli* 
gious rites and ceremonies and the moral duties of the 
different classes of the community^ for the enforcement 
of which mere religious sanctions are prescribed, and the 
rules of positive law are laid down without any distiaotion. 
These rules are believed to be of divine origin ; — a belief, 
not peculiar to the Hindus, but common to all nations 
who.believe in the creation of man by God. In forming an 
adequate conception of the creation, one would naturally 
be impressed with the idea that some knowledge must have 
been originally revealed to man ; for without it, the c<mdi- 
tion of those first created, would be utterly helpless. 

The comprehensive name of ‘ Dhartna Sdstra ’ is ap- 
plied by the Hindus to the records which embody the 
knowledge, believed by them to have been communicated 
by God to man. The Dhartna Sdstras are divided into 
two classes, — ^the SruH and the SmriH. The fianner 
comprises the four Vedas consisting of Mantrat and Brih- 
mopM, and the Upanithadif and is believed to record the 
very words revealed by the Deity. The SmriH compre- 
hends the precepts of divine origin, not embodied in the 
words of the Deity himself, and includes the Institutes 
of the sages and certain works on medicine, m^c, the 
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grammar of the Sanskrit language and certain other 
subjects. 

The Hindu writers appear to be divided in opinion os 
to the origin of tho Smrilis. According to one view tho 
knowledge embodied in them had been originally communi> 
cated to Manu who taught it to his disciples, and from 
them it was handed down traditionally from preceptor to 
disciple until its purport as rmiembcrcd was recorded, but not 
in the language in which it had been originally delivered. 
Another theory is, that at the periodical destructions of 
the world, the Sruli alone is preserved, and everything 
else is lost, and that Manu who is immortal, comes forward 
on each occasion to teach tho laws remembered by him. 
But it will be observed that neither of tlioso theories 
offers a satisfactory explanation of tho existence of tho 
Institutes of law promulgated by the different sagos, 
inasmuch as all these sages are not supposed to have 
derived their knowledge from Manu himself. Heuco 
a third theory is put forward, that the rules set to the 
first-created by God were strictly observed by them and 
their descendants in the Satya Yuga or the ago of .Truth, 
and that the customs and usages which were - observed 
by them in obedience to the remembered commands of 
God, formed the primary source from which laws were 
deduced by the sages and consolidated and embodied 
in tho Institutes. This view is consistent with tho doc- 
trine that an immemorial custom is presumed to bo founded 
on Sruti or revelation, and as such has the force of law, 
provided ’it is not expressly disapproved in any of the 
Sdatras . . 

Although, according to modern notions, tho method 
pursued by tho sages, in laying down their laws without 
drawing any distinction between moral and legal obli- 
gations, may appear unpldlosophical, still it is to bo obser- 
ved that so long os u divino origin of tho laws is believed 



PREFACE. 


Vll 


ill, the legal, moral and religious sanctions would all act 
with equal force upon the minds of men, and so there 
would be no real difference between them. It is only 
when the faith in the efficacy of religious ceremonies loses 
its grasp on the mind of the community, and the non-obser> 
vance of the rules of morality and religion begins to be 
excused as a venial offence, not even meriting the punish- 
ment of excommunication, that the distinction between 
legal and religious rules becomes wide and apparent. 

The precepts laid down in the Sdstras are divided by 
the commentators into several classes. The proper object 
of the Sdstras according to them, is to teach of things 
that lie beyond the scope of reason. What men would 
do or refrain from doing of their own accord from pufely 
human motives, need not be laid down by the Sdstras. 
Where a precept enjoins men to do a certain thing, when 
no reason could be suggested for doing it, it is called an 
utpatti vidhi or injunction. When a precept forbids men 
to do what they may do under the natural impulses, it is 
called a nishedha or prohibition. But a precept regarding 
what men may do, of their own accord, may come within 
the scope of the Sdstras if it enjoins that act at a particu- 
lar time or place. Such a precept is called a niyama vidhi 
or restrictive injunction. There is a third kind of precept 
called jparmnMyd vidhi, which is an injunction in form, but 
a prohibition in purport. As for instance, “ Man shall eat 
the flesh of the five clawed animals.” This cannot be an 
utpatti vidU, for men may do the same of their own accord ; 
nor can it be a niyama, as no time or place is specified for 
compliance with the precept. The meaning therefore is 
taken to be, that man shall not eat the flesh of any other 
elkwed animal than the five specified ones. When the 
Sdstras lay down a precept which is neither an utpaiU vidhi 
nor a nishedha nor {i niyama nor a parisanhhyd, or a precept 
which embodies what has been declared in anotlier 
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precept or what may be deduced from another precept, it 
is called an antivdda or a superfluous precept that need not 
have been laid down. 

Some of the later commentators hold that the Sdttroi in 
so frr as they deal with positive law, are generally super- 
fluous, inasmuch as the rules of positive law are deducible 
from reason, or in other words, from a consideration of 
what best conduces to the welfare of the community and 
suits the feelings of the people. The reason why positive 
laws have been laid down in the Institutes is then explain- 
ed by saying, that they were intended to guard the 
unthinking from falling into error. 

It has already been said that in the Institutes of 
Hidflu law no distinction is drawn between' positive law 
on the one hand and laws of morality and religion on the 
other. But it is to be observed that one of the principles 
on which that distinction is based at the present day,' is 
wanting in the Hindu idea of Law. According to the 
modem view, positive laws are rales of conduct set by politi- 
cal superiors to political inferiors, whereas according to the 
Hindus, laws of every description emanated from the 
Supreme Being himself. The idea of a political superior 
amongst the Hindus did not carry with it the power of 
making laws for the guidance of the community. The 
function of the king, according to the Hindu notion, is to 
protect the country from foreign invasion, and to see that 
the laws are observed, but he is, equally with his subjects, 
bound to obey the self-same laws. It would* have been 
humiliating to the pride of the intellectual aristocracy of 
the Br&hma^ to concede to a king the power of making 
laws for their guidance. 

But notwithstanding the want of the above feature 
in the Hindu notion of Law, it came to be noticed that 
obedience to laws of all descriptions coqld not be enforced 
by* the king. A diisrtinotion thmrefmre developed itself in 
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the body of the Hiodu laws. In the earlier Institutes, 
we find no sort of method or arrangement : all kinds of rules 
are mixed up together. In the Institutes of Y&jnavalkya, 
however, which is admittedly a later work, some trace of a 
distinction begins to be perceived. It adopts an improved 
arrangement, devoting a* separate chapter to what may well 
correspond with positive law. This code is divided into three 
chapters. The first is the A'ehdra or ritual, which treats of 
the initiatory ceremonies, the duties of the difierent castes, 
the domestic and social usages and the rites of purification 
and sacrifice. The second chapter is called Vyavahdra 
or litigation, which embraces adjective and substantive 
law. The third is termed Prdyatehiita or expiation, which 
treats of the religious sanctions, and the mode in which sin 
incurred by the violation of rules is purged off. The In- 
stitutes of Ydjnavalkya have, besides, improved the Hindu 
law on many points, of which one may be noticed here, 
that the cognates who are not recognized as heirs by Mann 
and other sages, are for the first time introduced by Y&j- 
navalkya in the category of heirs. 

Although Manu is theoretically said to be entitled to 
the greatest respect, still practically speaking, Yhj naval- 
kya appears to have been held in the highest estimation 
by the Hindu lawyers. The Mitiksharh which gives a 
systematic exposition of the Hindu law, and is held to 
be of the greatest authority in almost all the schools, 
professes to be but a commentary on the Institutes 
of Yhjnavalkya, though it cites texts of other sages 
to support the doctrines propounded in it. It appears 
that there were other digests compiled previously, but 
all of them were replaced by the Mitdkshard. This treatise 
however being, as its name indicates, a very concise one, 
the law ei^nciated in it, came to be differently under- 
stood by different persons. Thus arose various other com- 
mentaries which have concurrently with the Mitaksharh 
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considerable weight in the schools of law by which they 
have respectively been adopted. Of all the later digests, 
the Dhyabhhga alone, which is recognised by the Bengal 
School as of the highest authority, is, on many important 
points, opposed -in doctrine to the Mitakshara. But never- 
theless this treatise, excepting in so far as it has been 
modified by the Dhyabh&ga, may still be regarded, as an 
authority for the Bengal School as well. 

Some of the doctrines of. the Mitakshari which 
are laid down in clear and unmistakeable language were 
attacked by the Ddyabhaga and other treatises, and the 
reasoning by which they were arrived at, was criticised 
and impugned. A vindication therefore, of the doctrines 
of the Mit&kshara would naturally be undertaken by the 
admirers of that treatise. This appears to be one of the 
objects for which the Vframitrodaya came into existence. 
It examines copiously the arguments by which the doc- 
trines of the Mitdkshar& were assailed, exposes their fallacy 
and, when necessary, puts forward reasons to support 
the principles laid down in the Mitfikshard. It ex- 
hibits a strong feeling of antagonism to the Dkya- 
bhaga, and omits no opportunity of exposing its errors of 
reasoning. The Yiramitrodaya has, however, on several 
points dissented from the Mitakshard, and although it 
serves as the ablest vindication of the doctrines laid down 
in that treatise, it is in itself an independent work giving 
a complete and accurate digest of the Hindu law. 

The various commentaries or digests of the Hindu 
law which maintain conflicting doctrines, all profess to 
interpret the laws that are laid down in the Institutes of 
the sages. They do not however, appear to have been in- 
tended to have merely local authority, such as generally 
speaking, they now possess. The reason for the adoption, 
in diflerent parts of India, of parricnlarfreatises as containing 
authoritative expositions of the law, appears to be, not that 
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theargumentsby which their peculiar doctrines are main- 
tained were thought very cogent, but that the doctrines 
themselves were suited to the feelings of those who adopted 
them. The process of development seems to have been 
that a change in a particular point of law being considered 
desirable, by reason of a change of feelings occasioned by 
altered social conditions, some learned pundit attached, 
it may be, to the court of a king, undertook to establish 
the foregone conclusion by the authority of the texts of the 
sages. 

The Hindu law was systematized at a time when 
society was composed of joint families, the constitution of 
which, though resting on a natural basis, was to a great 
extent artificial. A joint fiimily, very naturally con- 
sisted of individuals connected by blood, but at the same 
time it excluded the cognates, however nearly related, and 
included strangers by marriage and adoption. An indivi- 
dual, as such, was not originally recognised as a member of 
society, but as belonging to a certain gotra or family. And 
though the family divided and subdivided itself into smaller 
groups, such as aaktdgas and sapindosj still all 

these were connected by a great many ties, above all, by 
the tie of a local union. It was only when the smaller 
groups or individuals. left the original seat of the family, 
and migrated to distant places, that the strong family 
feeling or clan feeling began to abate, and the natural tie of 
consanguinity became stronger, and importance began to be 
attached to the cognates. 

The gradual development of the Hindu law which was 
originally moulded by the institution of families may thus 
concisely be stated to consist in the recognition of indivi- 
dual rights and in the introduction of cognates as heirs, 
and of nearer cognates as heirs in preference to more dis- 
tant agnates. 
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The principle underlying the Hindu law of inheritance 
would appear to be the same as in every other system of 
Inheritance, namely, the common principle of natural love 
and affection, varied, of course, by the peculiar circum* 
stances of each case. It has, however, been asserted 
by the highest authorities that the doctrine of spiritual 
benefit is the key to the Hindu law of inheritance. But 
with the greatest deference to them, it may be ob- 
served in the first place that no trace whatever can be 
found of such a doctrine in the Mitkkshark. The author of 
the Dayabhhga does, no doubt, for the first time introduce 
that doctrine, which is more or less made use of by the later 
writers according as it suited their purpose ; but the doctrine 
itself is used in the Dhyabhkga not for the purpose of 
determining the right of inheritance, but for the pur> 
pose of ascertaining priority, as regards the order of suc- 
cession, of those who are recognized as heirs in the 
three fundamental texts of Manu, of Vishciu and of 
Y^jnavalkya respectively. The principle enunciateid in 
the Mitdkshark is, that succession is determined by propin- 
quity ; whereas the author of the Dayabhaga maintains, 
that propinquity is not alone the criterion of succession, but 
in addition to it the capacity for conferring a comparatively 
greater amount of spiritual benefit is to be taken into con- 
sideration ; and the order of succession laid down by him, 
which is at variance with the Mitakshark in many points, 
especially ‘ in the preference given to certain cognates, 
is justified by him on the principle of spiritual benefit. 
But it should bo observed that a clear and consistent prin- 
ciple of succession cannot be deduced from the various 
references to the doctrine of spiritual benefit, in the 
Dkyabhkga, so as to enable us to decide a question of dis- 
puted succession that has not been especially dealt with 
by the author himself; in such cases the difficulty of 
determin.ing which of two persons confers the greater 
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amoimt of spiritual benefit, remains unsolved. The Hin* 
du idea of honouring the deceased by offering oblations of 
food and libations of water appem to be a very oatholio 
one. The Hindus present these offerings to some of their 
ancestors byname, and to others generally, as well as to 
the spirits of all that ever inhabited this globe. It is a 
debt of gratitude paid by a Hindu to all firom whom he 
inherits the world as it is, and especially to those firom 
whom.he derives the greatest amount of secular benefit. 
This* will be clear to those who are conversant with the 
ceremony of P&rvana Sr&ddha. 

It would appear that the theory of spiritual benefit 
and the law of succession are both of them based on one 
and the same principle of natural love and affection. The 
tapinda relationship, as explained by the author of the 
Dhyabh&ga and other commentators, shows forth in a 
glaring light the strength of the joint family union, which 
forms the principle of the Mitik$har& law of survivorship. 
Those who may live together in this world as members of a 
joint family, become united in the next as tapindoa or as 
it were members of a celestial joint family. It is by a 
strained construction of the term sapindOf that the author 
of the Dhyabhhga attempts to include some of the cog- 
nates under it, with a view to support their preferable 
position as maintained by him. And the critical reader will 
find that his exposition of the doctrine of spiritual benefit 
in tracing out the order of succession is far from satisfactory. 
Some of the inconsistencies of the Dhyabhiga on this 
point are noticed in the Vframitrodaya, although the au- 
thor of that treatise himself sometimes invokes the principle 
of spiritual benefit in establishing some of his positions. 

The Vframitrodaya was, as the author himHAlf says, 
composed by Mitra Misra under the direction of Vira 
Siilha, a king. The name of the work indicates the his- 
tory of its origin. It may also mean either “ the rise of the 
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friend of Vfra” or ** the rise of the heroic sun” of law 
to dispel the darkness which gathered round many points 
of law. Following the arrangement of the Institutes of 
Yhjnavalkya, the author divides his work into three 
books, namely, A^chdra, Vyavahira, and Prdyasehitia. The 
book oh Vyavah&ra or litigation again is subdivided into 
four parts. The first, treats of the constitution of courts 
and the law of procedure ; the second, deals with the law 
of evidence and ordeals ; the third, comprises the eighteen 
topics of litigation; and the fourth, which is a very ’short 
one, deals with cases in which the king is the plaintiff, and 
to a certain extent corresponds with the present criminal 
law. The portion translated in the following pages denis 
with the law of succession and inheritance, and is called 
partition of heritage, — one of the eighteen topics of litigation, 
occupying more than a fourth of the book of Vyava- 
hdra. Like the Mit6k8hari it shows great respect for the 
authority of Yajnavalkya, whom he always quotes under 
the title of Yoghvara or ^ the lord of sages’. 

The Viramitrodaya has always been regarded as 
an authority of considerable importance. In Gridhan 
LaU Roy versus The Bengal . Government, the Lords of the 
Judicial Committee observe, — *‘That question, however, 
is not to be governed by the Mit6kshar& alone. Adhering to 
the principles which this Board lately laid down in the case 
of CoUeetor of Madura y&nxa Moottoo Ramalinga Sathu- 

pathy, their Lordships have no doubt that tho Vir<mitrO' 
daya, which by Mr. Coldfrooke and others is stated to be a 
Treatise of high authority at Benares, is properly receiv- 
able as an exposition of what may have been left doubtful 
by the Mitdkshari, and declaratory of the law of the 
Benares school.” 

In the arrangement of the present work, I have followed 
the suggestions kindly made by the Honorable Justice 
Bameschandra Mitra. The division into chapters, parts, 
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sections &c., not found in original Sanskrit works, has been 
frequently introduced by translators for convenience of 
reference ; though this has sometimes led to the mis* 
take that there are verses in the original corresponding 
to the number of paragraphs. These works are all writ- 
ten in prose, and there is nothing in them which may 
be taken to resemble the sections of a statutory enactment. 
The division into small paragraphs again is very mislead- 
ing, since one might iancy them to be complete in them- 
selves, whereas in the generality of instances they may 
often be only isolated links in a long chain of argument 
I was therefore advised to divide the work in such a way 
as to prevent any mistake of that kind. 

I have adopted the language of Colebrooke in translat- 
ing many of the texts of the sages, and compared West and 
Buhler’s translation of the Chapter on Stridhana with mine. 

For the convenience of those who may wish to make 
occasional references to the original, that portion of the 
original Sanskrit, of which the following is a transla- 
tion, is printed at the beginning of the book. 

I am grateful to the Syndicate of the Calcutta Univer- 
sity for having offered to contribute one thousand rupees 
from the Tagore Law Fund towards the expenses of the 
publication of this work ; and to the Honorable Justice 
Louis S. Jackson, C. I. E., the Honorable Justice William 
Markby and the Honorable Justice Bameschandra Mitra, 
who have evinced a kind interest in the preparation of this 
work. 

My best thanks are also due to some of my friends, 
especially to Babu Srfschandra Chaudhuri, M. A. and Babu 
Indrandth Bandy opadhydy. Vakils of the High Court, from 
whom 1 have derived considerable assistance. 


High Coubt, 

The 5tA S^tembeTf 1879. 


G. S. 
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CHAPTER I. 


1 . ira insw yn! i 

^TWTJTS ^ TOST II 

2 . ciffli^iBinit •nc^! I fwnrtj^ ftw miwiii 1 

^IWTJT Tf? <irs<IKM'{ II 

’wtjsrra I 

flRRT ^ Wlfq ^n^fsJjnT^TWgw?!^ I inSt’ 9 Tft»IT^ 5 Wfq 

ifir«<tM«ifl.i 

<*|rHlttwi} ftmf^ ^TlTTcnil ?C^ 

I ^jTwnraTfiw ^wi Pt^T«i^ 11 

5?r?ra^rfirar f^WTJiW5fii5?ref|^ fai^nax^ti 

3 . ^q»i: < ^r «i ^irfiraspwT^ ^^i iim ^ 

PjWPiro I ftWIW fWJW ^ain I ^WTfiJ filOT^ 

wPimwin?nsj«wi^'<^Tni ^iwKsj^i^u<t I ftwira ftwJiT^fjTitm: 1 
^•i|«l«|[ 5 ^Tf^^fif% (VnWllWWl^l«IW.*^?l l'*l«ll «! ’SIT?!, I 

I *r 5 iCTT^ ^ 

Pi^ct ^1^*5 • 

«iiiOT 3 i.i Oi^uwift^iC 

t|j»ll4^«W I W T ft^ f% Pl^TBW I ^ ^ W4|4l^4lWj| ipiS- 
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wpTBf?rcraT i ^ragronRiiH if?i ^ ^»n1it 




4. 

bub: I rM«lirW«l**i ftWJVBP^irjlT BW 

tr iiiiiJi: I *i'hi(m Bra ^T^Ji«(i(4 BBE^rrercii iraift ^rawraflnra- 





WJiBPi^ra: I ^jinra i ?rat ^ nBrifra in ht lifir i 

IF^rroraraij^^ kRt i ^ ftiT>n'W i 

5. BT ^ ?nrfflBs«i’« I ynfW firaifw 

^rrf^fij fraHV bp*i^ ^rawra: bt ^:i 


^ fTOnran^rafeShiyf^ **q«si ftjf- 
^iqt«ClqI ^rapi^iii ^ras ^ BisrfJnw* i 


^r^^rawra: 


6. aij ?WTifiT ^rafJRsw:^ B[W: I ’BnfirajRl^ BTO- 

»iw« wiBtramq. I 

*iBiT ftf I Bif^ arapra ^^rfNf fii^iRw ^nn. ?i^?wur^ 
4'qiqqn:l. ^rwKirfflf^r ?r^*fRf^ ft^rr BraBTraRrepnf^ 
idcnnii^ WRTjBi: «rai^i^T5#iT?[^)^fir ^f^Cra: i 

7. ftR I (itwjn?t V(\ flrair4U4ii4<n«>44iiif4«4iRn«(Bi4i «ra 

^iTH. I flrar ^^raRppTOT ^ fBwnrsnHurwr- 

^ I bb5|^:*jt ,5 ^itwcbpw^ «?pi^ *f ^rawtfir 

8. Bc# ^Brra^H^TJraRBT Bwi^t^iwPr lilfiRPrarRraT- 

5 ^WRi.1 it4t tftq*r ^ncrr *Rl.l 

m qBi rawfl4it«ii^Biw ibPt ii ^ *i«iraw*inf|«iRBii^«iil- 

’nftWRR q|^«t.l ^?[*lfWBTWWT*lt 

silPt^N* *Ri BnftwRR SI Bi^m^si(<f fsRBa «i*kiw Bn^nflra^in- 

ftwirtBRnft BRi ftnr vi4< ^ iJlwr ^sraBtrar^'raft w 

ftwrtt«israiRs?g SI bhwbw 

litfRTsmftiwTBr qw«qg ihwnfflfH Btr^tgi^i 

wiTORTSRnrai 1 


Sees. 9 — 12 .] 


^ I ppiT I ^inrw 3 »i 

Pnrr ^ ftwnrs 11 1 fii«n*ii^i^«i«fl TOTOiwi^nPr tr 1 «T«R»g 

*r ^ UOTf II PmT 3 «nwpf!»iuTTOJW^- 

? Ka t j^i<*inw ^ ta ra^ : 1 nm ^ aroirr g^i i< 1»i i ^wpuft- 

ft3s ^»WRi 1 3 

^TOWT^TOsn <a«*<i*nd|f<( I 1 ii^ fwra^- 
m'n<sn«ii.fii^<i«i«ti fqmflT «?5iTO»nTOf?iraTg^^s *i<t- 

^ 3 ?n 35 i«i?w Jifinsun^ 3 *if*r *>^131 

10 . ?i^ sioiwi ' ti i n fiiT^ ^wii iwTflT^r ifH 1 «ro*n 

^W33^ fi ia i sqi ng T H jmTTOw^ia ?ntni«pnwimT «iT«aTTOfi 
fii*<a«tM<Ii ?jwRiWEti 'i 3 ^Sitwftninw^»n^iHi^ ^ifi<^ i i apwwf 
3^i«i ^nt^wni^ *rw« Bn^t*rpBT?§r ifH 1 *r 3 . 

pRPan f^T^iPr 1 *nw ^ qni ^ <ift^wi 3 i 

fin«|^ ji^ 3 ^ ftw3i34*ip'i3ftf^i >in:3* fM34*rt^«i3 ^pwt 
fro^l^fwira^l ftra^nw 3 ^rr fwliwj^! 1 iwto It 
M<w PPut tw, icPrii T«i3*wtw5Jiri^^ra*iwrnq 3iw 

imJTOw ITT i 35 i 3 lnRi 3 1 «irPiwTft«wnm»wi$w- 

I I ^fi 3 ^ »»T 3 ^ «nTO ?iwii wii?^.^ f 3 c^- 
f 3 II < < it^qiHiqTp i ^ wn » t 1 

11 . ?r3 w.'^fti^ i iww3{ I *r firaft 3^ fb ww^H l 

^ ^T^ra^l t: 3^: ^WtWlW- 
fq?e^ m«ii 4 ifi(' 4 i<i{ w ?raift Pwft *wt ’bPe'^ flnn ^r fim%- 
^ir§w^i*.<arawt3 (iiwi<awrwi**n<.« 4 W* 3^ icfir 1 ^»rppr 
T^ 5 r»r «PRSiT f!iT^ »n 5R*infi[- 

*iRs?r^ I ’roft ^WRf*pra* fjRW^rwTCpres^* ^froTf^fwnii ^ 

^*4 iroifir fiwft fttwf Pwft 


12 . fti^ I ^ ?nT ^ ft.w<iir^^«i**nn ^- 

1 3^1 . ^ «4<iww^ 4r I ^pra3 w§Tf3^*i3i wm 

^RRCTTvns I *m fi«r«' 4 i^^!Pii 4^8141 *T^ 11 

<rowm »^mrqm 3 *w < ^>^ 44 atHH ^ *iw 4 t*wi wi.i wSif^swranft^* 





[Chap. I. 




aawftanftwBftr ftwr i ^ 5 inwi vm 

m 14 WN iHiviiili!* I 

13 . lift ^ WBfl q ^MWMi<<rM ’s^f^wjwrn, 

f<<Wiiiii«P^w«>irar?Tr»nra5 ^ ftfW 

Piff « 3rW»«npf fr nwird^ 


5rei fif ^Tjar^TPm: I ftw' ^ I aw irf%3p i a?fiTOnf)' ?fra- 

fronri 1 after JjlwT^am^aeJTCaaT- 
fterercesTaeapafsaa^JiraaraTOws ^tarn? 1 aiftae^seraanfiniei 
ftaiT^s eifir- 1 awaga air^t waft 1 aix^ r wraa 1 
aiaraa? aaj afterftaTHwftaiaarrerae ftaaraa^ e^aiarour* 1 
airwfftwai:^ 1 ajfnei ftftni giftaawftjrnpwiar- 

^cani aw ftfa« «ft« Kra 1 ftrs^jsnftwft- 
aiajjj^l fsrjiei ftwftaraawj^l wftvftaratftft ftamsTfii- 
aiarfi. 1 4 «jiJii,aeaa^ma ’ qa w ia<^i*<m<;a i *<iaMft$i*< ai'RiTat ejuar- 
*^J^l«r< gl ftantin^«^*(lft gftt^Tfta aftwifl ftfaawa afjzr^ 1 
wft’aawTti.i 

14 . ^jaanarft^T amai aa»i^ 1 aiaaiuiiMil- 

aift aar wwaa r 11 awrmaiftaa^W arTOTsmftarewTft n- 
w^aai ajsftaraaaaaa aiw ^^ftww 1 arewn^aaaT ft*.a<ian(<i. 1 
war? 5 erewPEmftwwi. aiw ^^^TfwwTapeaftaaaaTta 
< 9 «i 3 <aKaj«iaftaia^Maa 5 n.*ii 

16 . nft r we aRwftia^aftft ai a a^ i a rr^Law alft- 
aF$ I anm^aa aa aiwT?i. 1 

16 . afta ti ai S wr ftafta aa a iw wft ifai r a w w a i afa ira- 
WTi^ aar a w%amaf aiftaw %aft a anfWftwrit.i 
aaa^ weaaR a 1 a^ aai aaal aar awft a aa a 1 aiaiaiwHiira 
aftwas ftla a*?^ 1 aaRi^wtaaa w. asT*S aigw a iaft i aiwia- 
a ^ af|aaiaT|i faftati^nra* an^ aaisafil aaai, aaftft 11 
ard ae^ fta aa afa i^ arraKaTarrarcaa^Ts^iaa* anahna* aa^ 
a a»ar 4 aa iai ftf^T afiftw^ aaiiatpiaai ai T ftar 1 awq, aTaE»i.| 
aara^ftft ^aaftianat arr 1 ^H*i 4 iPlPNRsfl* I 



Secs. 17 — 22 .] 


ftWTJn^5W*fTrore*}_ I 


17. ^ irerei ?nP5r 

wfilPl ^i.i<e$%p4pi^TeqnT- 

WWlftPlillJWT§ ^SI?nCT 

WWWI*!. I 

’SPH**RT^I trrersr ftf*raTJif?it’3Pi*wi^P^- 

fipieuiftww^ij fwnuuflwt I ?i^rf totwhp nf i 

*i ^ *rePl#^eT firfsi^sim i ftf»raTi?TS«p ^rroi stnSio^ f3ra*e5' 

ffir II ^ ^T35 vif mHii4j 53fwn^ Jwift^TC i 

18. n ^ f*.«wi T n ;^ <M^ i n4^fii w f*if<i itWirew 

«p»n«TOpWrp ^iuftr q^Tiieni ^ 

■piwT 5^5 ?rT^i 

*Mii i«ii<?i nTn^ncTnq, I i[^^qiflq«<tinr 

TO^nwfinp*w? 1 

19. ^ifif ^ 1 ftrn^ ^’srR^rapr spsfsrt 

’STRft ftWJTs ^?l.| ^ *1 1 *It|T 

?«iW^i%wrT I «m finTf?[f«: serf ^^ix- 

ftfi T ^ta«< T g| y g T ^ v^i5*ii3| ^ ??sre«E^: ^TfsrenwT«i ^ ftrS 

ft?P ^ mrfJjrwTO KfH uwsjnif^ ^t^i 


20. ilftiww^fif Mi'<it*«iij*jr«M9e*<rM 
iWTO ftirax^r^ ^ xragwTP^5^ tojpest 

21. ^ I ^ rM<l^«lft STOJfT 5^mT ^IWTO 

ftuft ^Rjfq y^rat ^ f^RT iifwm fronr- 

xnfiift ^ ^rh^tc w w'^ ; i «r ^ ftg^q^iuTsifw- 

•rro f^wnif^raRiw "itH ip*! i i »nfii 

^ ^ ’Tf mSetiHRi ffii fe w nini- 

fiwnnxti ^ firsm^fimnRtRi ^ ftwRT Wir- 

^«T»TO*§^TS5T^I 

WWRl.1 

22. ailsfihs Pwtwrapr ^iT*e »nftt *miT- 

^f|*RRn(ni*rRf ^n*PWT*iwT^ 1 

IRIT iKlWlft^WRpr *I ^**1*1 1 ^ IPH^ I 'aM<.*w^riiHWkR^ 

Xlfti fpnf^W^ITiWR^ 1 ^ 

tWTPlft’nftWfTOFCT wp? 1IT*9 ^ 





[Cluip. 1. 


^liPr ^ icPr^ftui- 

wpnw^fHi 

23. I fir^ift^twnnw ^ fsrr^ ?ng5r ?if| 

^•iRi VTOTORf^^riW^PlfiWTCIRI^ WS8“ 

I ar g wqiP«i<i iw wn€ i' < w f^ ?t - 
^f^wtT% p[s I fXHT^ ^t?ni|ft 

^^srewwmnrwt »r g q ^R gi ft w^. 

if3i y n g i y i f^ i*! ^^ f^WT?i.i *r ^ w g^n^Rwi ftg- 

J^nw ?RfintTW«rr »?npiifiT fiprrag»i^ *n^l *iiii 

TO ftig: TO Pl^*<l<» W iq. ?W <inaiTO<lW T » » ftw( ftl ^. ftTOT 

WTO 5 yn<|<il TOTOTOTOl^JTO^ ^ WTO^ W l ^ UH ' PimTOpItMft t - 
TO TORi. 1 5rfg?nf ftgi »twfti?n ^rnwtngi i TO KigxP i^ 

qR<mJlf^^q Tflf *lt qt TOT fTTOTt WPTOt^^lft- 
TOT^ H^TTOgHf^TOTOTOTORTTOTgi TOWW^ 5 TO*PP WTOT^rtgqa 
m qpSfw n g TO T ^w ^g MiPimPn t i rM ^ tt^igTO t 
qCTOTOITO^fTOfTOn^^ I TORTTOWTOnfiTir^Sft TOf^^TOT- 
%T5fir ftwP^q^^KrMJwirqM^q TOTOwn ^^ y mir«tB, i m- 

frro^ 5«(itqq^W5*4WirTOR.-taig^Wiq. I 
BTOTw ^jHtoto ^ aiiTOniBiTO g^T^W froifroSi' TO**r- 

24. TO fiRi^larTJigTO^na^nTft^rai?^^ TO Tt ytfTOBiC- 

^raiBifro TOrofB^ni^qft ^^nftg BireiTOtin. n 

TOg*»TOTO fqsgBTgrowrofiq^ u Rtomito w i BftfroqtTTOifTOT^i- 
STOTO icfir g fq’ a n^TO T ^w I 

BWrt m: TO i fi. q t T «(ft iB wi gTO bii^r to i 

TO^STOPg fTOn^qraiTO^BT^55irt%)T>Jg?iap?l'»ITBT^ nqi^B i torto* 

27. TO »g<gqTO<^«qg^WPHg » I T i.TO R Rlft q TO T R TRR WW TOr q w 
WiTHf^IRTOHI 

28. TOWRI iWlTO^nfRlTOqTOTOTtir TOWT Bi w i«i}if . w*?squ qii i- 



Secs. 29 — 34.] 


I 


4 


firjwifluHrciirTfq qsr ^ g^rawf^rnm- 

I 

'* •'k •v ^ 

29. f^iRTpmi ?RifTi 

ffffm I liRPijsr ^ *r ^ i[fff n JiflirnffiTsnnrstTSiTfw- 

wnf?T«H*g apitfiT ^R^irg^TmiinirJi.1 *r ^ fq«iTJriM^T?JOTT^- 

^wji .1 sTfraT ST firam irfH i firaTflwfTr 

i^’sr ^ ?n*ifir sr ^ i *im 

3)f«nfiim«i(«ii<0^i qciTUTRTOftr 

<1^ SPSRT ^ flTOTC®5pI fij5^TlTWlTC I 

30. ?TOTq.t<S% ^ *5^ ?Rlf«f apsm I ?raTfir 

Wiwi^ *fniPi %5 ^ ^ 

^nw^t^faftiiPjgi O r fi ra^ i 3 fini- 

f^t*m.iMiH ’ll 3 ^^ 1 

?Ui I ??IT 3 . 31 T| f^: n ^ sixai ^SUJSITflT^ i ^ 

JIH «Rr%clT» I 55fWiTff% ^ 3T ^ fWI! I I 

^*iJTmM«ll <0 I 

31. 3W yf SPIRS 39R?3<fT- 

3rtfwRT3i ^ fir?nf^ «?n^^TCin5W3|.i xiij 

TPW^aTJl^l 

32. TRTPH 3f ITT^^S^WftJlRR ^n**j!li*i I *14^1 UTO- 

xnJRRlftRt €'^I<|*H«fiT ai^- 

a ^^^n i F*>^T 3 n\ R3rT wt 


SRTVT^TRXRlt^fEI^ ?T^ I 

ftw ^ftwrnifilRTOTVIWl^ sl'W<rV*iIX'*<*^*ttsw*n. I 
ft[ wRfRRrofxnpjTRt *1 ^ft(*irrof^roTO*iTW^fH 1 

q«iFRKifh<$T ^ 31 1 injnf^ftwiftrawraaw- 

I xTOTfir awrwwRraronf^^w at 


I rf 3 at ntanft«raan«mft 3 1 ^- 

trt^iSH^w^i^iraTOTwt^ aw ^ftni ^aaa amafit wjittf 
ai^fCTtfla a ^ipt araTftftrat(aatiT-5t% 1 

34. at atrtt ftiw*nf^?g^1ait 5lRtfw^T3arRW*ipnS^- 





[Omp. 1. 


m.l'Ci'JB Pi Pi Cl ®r 

36. fm ’*r 3raf^^% w*rTO: l iri q i fi n s<Bt«^^ swTPf «bi?w3T- 
tw Jlfipp^TOT ^«?*5t«hi.«lPl5Hpl*ir<P< 

5TOT?^*rTf^'R^ *lt<llfVciVll*l. I 

ft^turt ^npn*ii ^Jn^flfirf^ 






36. 5jT^}T?ni^l fswPr- 

®«RraTCs fiP(*<iJi®*<'<n ^afciii^<i*iM< ®pr fwn®j®nit Pi®w=®<® 

®iT^rra?i.i ^PrafwwTT .5 ftw* fNrf^ <!iipn^ i ^‘ 

si**pt?T 9n^T® ®f^»rriri fir®Tp[®*r f%®®f«w®nfJicTOwn^T Pww 
fpr 5#rwnp^ 5 it^: i ^^® w w fwniT?!. cjai^ijR- 

*iTi^r®«(i?i.i ft ®iW5T Pwiir® ftwra 1 w?irR^‘ 

■igjTO®® ®nftcK I ftsntmwl 1 

®fttT *r u i^ aiPimi ®fii I 

^ ?®T#fr 3iw«r ® I 

®T«iraft®5Pr ^TOnrf^rar^i ^rtrsr^ ®pr- 

38. ft^R^inPw ^Kft 

ft ®Jra ®9iT«®siftraHt ® 

»jW- I ® ^ l5®lP^*re^ ® wralft 

«JTJr »r #?^?r 1 ®snfii 1 finift- 

®raTr5€ftTwn ftw «p[t ®gn ®nftq® T»it ii^rPra- 

®pit irref ® 1 ®w^ftra5r *i®t 

**^♦1. W-gftft ift TOTT®* I ii®Pw- 

I ®IW®JpiraT HWP5I 

®®wtmu0i44<(4it iNr Ji*9*r ®ft ® Pnww<i. 

\ 



Secs. ?^9— 43.] 






ftn^riisfir 5N ^1ftrawT»ginrat? (3r«rTOirat5Pi^w»l.l 
finroif^wiws giiw ^ flraiftfir i ^itq^ I ^m^r- 

pprflTf^iiw Jiig^ ^ranTfq^if^^ar wiff i *r 5 
I ftnsTO iT^ra^iwrarfi. 

g«fn 4 wRf?iWflTf 4 «*nfir to itgftrfsRinf?! 1 5 fsnwifa^H- 

^ TfH 1 ^PPT f*rajnfh?iwTf3f?i^nPr ^nw^ftpicw^tiT *itgf%35jftwnr- 
f^THT?!.| 

39. giJnfcflreTf»i^ 4 'inwT» ’?w ^ftwrf*i^5n1w- 

I JWTu^nfVraTJWTsrt 1 

40. itreitlfwniT in4?iRf^5 ^ irr- 

I ^TJnro ^irarocrar infin M(*ii5iiNTr4d 
^ cRj^^RSf wS|qrit*RraT fM f^Tg»I.i cj^ntgAW'sf 
ywsRwrawsjRW if?r «Ki4r^?:«r«i, ^en^wj^siRT frow 1 

5 r 3 ?nn ?Tf?r ^sprarin?!. * 115 ^^ »r u^sf 1 ^t- 

4 sj^ fr wiT ft^irrarsn^ siw(ftrs?^ 

^HRpf W%T!P1.| fiw?[. w4*w^ wft I 

^T^i ^srs^flfir 

g?[*nRm «R^ I d«ii«WMWi««tjm4?i5{_t(ara^f«r ?(*?r?r «f?r 1 

41. cfcPEj ^Tflt F<«Bi(«j[f<«f'd^{r 4lr«h<ti4^ ft.wr^*it ’lawraww- 

?iT?il4| 1 jrflWT- 

I 35^x451^^ j|pn4^*ir4x^f^T^x^TTt® f^«r- 
I ^BT 31W W I 

xaw g?WBnw?ifflf?r f^sR^s 1 ti'fl^xraragjnnf? 5 fl^pnfVw- 

jNdW i « B ^ ’cw ^ xr^BTT^q^nnflr? 1 

42. ?Egsr ^^^T^mn^nPi ^ ^ 

xawa ^flftrfvr ?Rfif xx^rewi.i ti ^iF^ ^ 

^TO:Tfi.l ^w- 

w ^wwfRWT 3iT7nw! I »w ^jiirnrfxiffl^ ^ ijjit- 

TO<i^ <awir^fd ^ ^TOf TOil»JT^- 

43. TOd tfi i^ W T I wiw rdPi^ TO Pw<m^Kj^ ^- 

0 r fi*?i< wiwg u^f pwy 1 r^t infii rddwiwwiftfir 1 TOxuraxi: 1 

5ff^ fWSPi 5 TXW^- 

?in ■’^nW^iw'^Tfii'^TTOW fro^ 





[Chap. 1. 


SRWWT?TT*l.| 

t 


I ^lenc? *ITp?J| 

TO^nfiWflTej, I TT ?r^«n*nipitT^ I ?mr xr 

firaw: I 5pR5^r^i;?3m?WTsfir ?tw 

I ^RW«i$«f^ir$n(TTWgTCfiT w 

I d W‘>^ R^mr<^ ^siiciraT 5f4*fMWie[. i ^?5P5if5i^ 

f*n?ifiTOftT^m:^e[: I ^ras ^ i 

^ 44. ^ fJrctT^liqt I w- 

I I «r*5®i <11^411 I q^iii^- 

llJff 55lfHT ^M*T *mti<i I lC«iin<<(i«.*iKtiBrffm'^if^ «i<^3i«iim” 

4w«r !P5T 1 

5 ?RPS5sftr ftg: ^WRj.tijy^Tiffr fii«s^m ?rf^3iui^i 
’«r^f?r5^ ijfcra^TfawJifsi^^ra««raraTci^ g q j^T <C t« > i< ^ ?era- 

^inwTtrnRreR^fl^ *r iirafawifiT i frat%^nniT n*§r w ’mw Jiwr 
spi: I y%in ^5wnp* fj!5fhinr4C^5iTii 
^?nwiJn I «nf i Jra' ^T^*!i ^rof 

^rrawL’sw *ww h^jt^ %ia uflf 

^reni§[5T^nqf<e ^ ^rwPinPr ^Ipi. nffr i g f?if 

45. wn 4i^»rc?w^T n<«4ji^ i irT^wifhirosf5«?r- 

OTrt^RTjrf^Prai^lT *l ^4[r*n I fti’g WIRfTlWni^- 

!imi icflFcmi ^rr«??T: ^arJh ^ *RR^ »Tf^ra^*raTfTO 

^ I f[^ wf^rfiN H3i<rfciT49«i‘«s4i. I ^miwsw ^ 
giilminiT gwra ftsn i iflr »r f«Rr Tiflfiwpnmjft uwqim- 

wwt*w5iTO3TOTg, I irfhMMMffluwflu wr>ffSra*i?^f^ 

^g.1 anpraroi i 

8T ^ 1^4 l fi^ iai^48 P fir I 5aiTOSf?Rjn$* ^im- 

fti^T'fliiilihi.Pi ^ g’nt^fWTwwmfir 

g^Bfirfh^TOr^iapf P(^ii.4iii4ii gutfi^fSri 

46. unr 4RIW I iin§TO»fi Hi«ni ’qw» nfi^ [ w^ «mT 
PitwiT 4awi<|<i»^«ww^<BMqia i« ft W Mw(<i T iiTam^n i < i >«4<«n twi miaipf 
«^rr<Pi5*P4iww I 4m mqgmfw i tniv ^ vniif^ W5*nraT i 



Secs. 47, 48.] 






I lift 

wiftp^nreR^^ip^^ ?ifwraTWTO^sw5if^^T^iii^ i 
^rofflfjf I ^n«^i4ii<n«iiq«i ^inPlSranBlS^'RflJlTO^WTfT.I 

nfJre^jryw^! i sirersrTHaf?r^§ ^ ft^rarnif^fwiT sr 

^TniT**jf5f^wit«i f^nPiWOTWi^f^T- 
^ JraT*frc«aifq ^TO^^nxIiBT I StfflU^T^ Xl?lfw- 
xi fiM^iin f c) qqT?TOniwci^ i «i'^^!5^- 
XrefR8PI?nfJ!I3qT^T^srT«l1% 5|T^IW XTST^^StsTr ^ IKCWiT: | 

•T ^in®isiifit«rr xrrsi^^BTOnr* ^j^nPi i ^ ^ ^itjw»iI“ 

jzir^ j[ai*ii^ fR|_i ^fRt^T^mwreiw- 

<«^y<*l4l*lfn^lRWB 1 ^WT- 
iraftr3?r^^ TXJraraPjw 

I g cif?BJi_ s’SCTfir ftw cjf^w^i^fw 

finn^rffi srara^^ixr i i 

?r«iT fsrr^iflfir wsii^f^ ww^ cjmsxisi^irerafjwg^- 
xrewsRtarfir xi%3isw3i%!f Tn^rf^fjrBftxwjraxf’rawTg. i 

47. ^ 5ii^iixii^ 

f?r$ n^TOjTsrapiramf^ ’^xfira sr ?t i *it^ 

at^n^ftspramf? %Tum I sr f%^: iw«'fT«rwfgir- 

wixPiams I *r ^ w fji[*rat •n*iK^t’wifJif?r I 

firertiTcf^rct^Ta ^ ftrexi xw x^w^raiiwi q^irgaro i n^ip 
^iT% I ’^pncT l 

JTfTcl. WWT IREX *>tIX^fl?lt Xl^Olt- 

ximw glftwf^WKf^ ¥«t ytsa’ngjfg- 

wwnftwi gxrfi I TOwiramfwTO g ^ ^t nTO ^ ^*Si4<fM 
<9«wm4^«<iw^ *r fro^ i ^ n*^M«i*ignx5^xftsii<Fjiww mwir.**- 
ftsftfiri 

48. xrfcjf^^ I iRiflr ^ xitix- 

’«w^ ^winn*ww xr^«xii[i*iftpiTS5r ftnx»n^ Ji**i$ i ^wxix^ 





[Chap. 1. 


wn ifX<g ?»WT tw q> i Tn f|tmft i 
I 4^(4T<MK<nn(U4iii ^ i «itjT 

sniRiBiw w^rwsft arrwnwBii w.i<^<jww i 
WWIiJl«*l«iq,| ?J^l*<LT^«IT‘ I «.'?IT?in^I^'!Wlfi)^ wnsp^i 
^’li^wrPnwT ^I’wnwnraw icf^r i ?raTft 

^USpraWR*!^ ipc W^ft^is 

I TK 5 w W3n ^ «I W ? 

TO^ ^rewi ^ M<«r g iOm ii ^ nn g ^i t r^flini drafts 

?rro»i.i *1 vNn?!. i w^ipr WKWiWT^»^«ifn- 

^^Ri*sn T^^TOT*wraT * i r «i«* » m i tr 

^ror ! nren^qn*) s i a ? <^^ qTO i»ti«:ai«ti aTOTwft 

siiT<T!i.i 5rfJii)^««M0iiijRt^iP<3i<i«ft?iT ?iTEW^5i?m«wiJirw^f^iiiw3Pin- 
i^nniwiinJWWTs ^^^*iraraTO 

49. arg apiTsrr ^ frog^JfT i «p*f- 

Pni«n4«ii c t ^ft<n^w ^nsRPsr fuCT ^ ^s ^ « m«iww<*M<«n qawfiifH 

ft)*»<i«iiimC^ir 

*»m-tN ^^iniTCasmjpq^ »iww!i<ftw[4<ji I 

’iftsf '$cRT^*irarari3iT^«( ^TjRiWRTci. jw 4s(if^w»^ | sf ^ 

^tirc3ffT<l, ^ wwrirat I xR^wnif^^Nr fr ^T*nfifciT 

ipl I 1^ ^Kl^'Jar IJIUf granfil 3ISWT?T ST '^nn 

SITSR' SlWlSfl TI^ 33*1. ^r««q SlY^lfll 

^1 ftwr I Jmr TiT^^jp*nf5[Rrw <^«iiRT?i. inir^ snsispr 
sin nm* sll^io I nRjjrasrn fwirnrai^nf nr gsnsi^niTtn^is ’^sin% wffii 

qiXFnm: srritn' ^*j,i i jarqunfir ^mi^isinimiCnr 
^iTsrsr nn n. ni m T u n fnra^ tPx ^nrRuinrl' i nTns ntumntii nn nlw 
Mpii n Bi i niWPWsisraT5«3j^si^*WT sr fnniTi nraism^ nfnjmrnrsri^ 
mwi*t, I fM(Bn>*(*iSm^sr ^inswn nr 3^mmi*r wftmfii i f^ni i s^mifn” 
nsJ <i*»T*.niw«.«ni^n41sisn«t sflmsjRins mwwncwsnft imft- 
finif^ I 

60. nnn^^oswfnPmftra^ l f% Kiw^nK^ini nwn, 
'sftf^nwnrwsnnw fn^TRim i nnfif wni ^rntsfltnnfn nnniniW" 



SoCi 50 <J 






n ft iRsr 

wirii §*n^flwsPr?iq^^rft?<n^ iriv^ yft*tRsinw^?raifi^i irefii 
![nBWin^rr<ft ?r?aj^nPi.i m^r^rmftiWTOjmros ^piwm 

?CPnBs^ I iRfir imr #«nft ?i^ n i wiPiTOwft^m^TJir^ 

?P[fTCWT?i.i *wfir ^wrasRwn^ lunwni uawmft^ra i 
sr^w 4 iRft%<’iifii PiPiflwe«ftwiwna n«|S( vi-Tf^Rraici^ I ^nnw^ 
ir§^ xpc ' i t »H » t«^ qT tm T snft i ^ 5 nmr. 

5 w »i njft^s I ?nw »i ^nwramr g 

I g ^jftTrfl?CTT»inc«ratijt^ I 1 

«w I ?i^ ^ftg. I fwaTg^T g 1 

^pnc? gwT insiTgaRWJW: 1 gn^^fta^ awjjw- 

awpwrax^lft ^Tg.i -^*?rew vr^tv 

i?w 5 ?p?!?r wPpt fa?rftpT gwwPi«qftw 

iTOTiv I ^rr^aa ftrent »r g gni aft 

apjR^ left gr 1 ^i?n aiftrw^g *ii^sft giwftft 

1 giwsiaraft ft ^T*n^S 5 ngai*^w 1 ^ggnr 
srvrrag! l si^rfiwftg igrft 1 gw grgrgsnStft ftgftftnsftft 1 
wgr aiae: inieg ftggs 1 ftw i sftwggr awgftfHupanigi 
gl««ll^l<^^l^^<^^^l 4 {|^^(«l<i|gKl'^fl^^^lg*l«^lgwww^^*lap^ ?w JiWrr 
gngi gRTO g «^ftln^«lw^^ftg| ggfflut 1 iiggffti^ 


gjgg- gng.1 g ^ g n wi T qa n i , a asi w gnng . angroireTOgpgisnaiftgg- 
igT»gqgT iWTft 1 ^iqggiraemwigigj giwgiq^^unwg ggr qft- 
irgiftqii^gi ggr aignft gq i Kn g uft g g g gig rgi ft g gi’g gjig. 
qftqwgnraftw 1 wit awwift qwftwgtgawwTt gwft^g^wnwft 
gw w^git gi?rwgF?t #a T <w^w<a« gft g itift ftgtgs grar- 
g gg w figi i ii.w t gnLggTOffiftft. i ift gwnii gggw gtgtgggiwgiggTO^ 
wm ggffiftgggiftgi ^ iirc g ig 1 fipg gtggg gggfifi- 
gfttggwnig^sfi gggroqftggwr^ gwgTOiiifi»Miir 4 ftftgg|iggi- 
fgg» g ftg Tgg wft gftjngrffiwgnt giww^ i ggrsnii gftft wwwt- 
iwgft gi^gigHiiftftJgigggftftggftgggigOift 1 ggt wtgigiWT- 
gurogfi g giggrotftiriigftgHTOfigft 1 firenir^t3^5*tgggft«ngg- 
^ggp^gggg 1 g g w r^gt ggi gg wgi fii i i^ g ggiffi<g wi m g gi g ig g 





[Chap. I. 




^twppnwsfq 

I ?i^qj%TWti ^ ^ ftaiTO^ «TflT<Sqr «ft- 

q^jnmm ^If^^^Tq*r^^, I qftflPraw^KTScra^t^ <ai f h«ft«4qf<q t q 

irffl flr^qr finff^R^r ftwnc?g q^sr i qi^wRTqft- 

arPrat «ffrc? ftr qftqi^p i fWtiuiiqqiTqTunqqJzfTO^ 

I f*iq«l*ifhqR.JB g *ZciqiTaiTq*nHqqT?iqcqi. | 
^PT*t^ znspTtutrqsrqT! si^WTn^ atldw^q i’*il^'^in’q w^iftrorsi^wi- 
fhf^cijqrJi. I <niHfq i qf^an^q^i^iWci^CT 

^fiq^ranqqi^ l 


qr firqTfMsnfq ciwr#T sfjqif qr 

HHqq»«W jf q'qr^^^Tqapi I <Rfq spJWTifq ^ ^d<tq q i ?q <jl Tq- 

»iiq»«qmm<«iT^ qft^cw i 


61 . 

wrfjqWTJjftq^r?^ 



3 ?qRqs qiwPTRqi^q ar qw i 
fqwpiiwqjqq qfqwqqnqrfw- 


awfcqwqTJj. I fwpi^ qwsiw ^raaira^ flqqwfqfqf^TqiqjTq^: i 
*TOTq fqqft qrfq anqft ^ qr^if cnsqqrTaqTwq ^qqcdiiT^q 
qnprerpqfflfq qf^qr^rro^q qqi^ftfq i 

52 . qqjpTqifiTOTsni,! q w i ^ q q Miq qw qgqn^ I qwqiTqa^jrai 
qjiqiftfqqq,^ qrqqnwqr^ i F^raxqqiTqrrqqi^iftr 
wii 


qwqnwqi^ fq^qqqTqaqqqnBqq fqwnn qw^q(qaiqTwqi_i qtwfqqi- 
*r*r f^qqqqq fqftq»Tqi^TO»nq i qRiqr qift ^qftqi^jtqiBqi- 
«iCqqi ^35 fqwwqi'*.qi qqjqiqiifq sra^ i qfqqqrqrftqtwiqts fwqw- 
qmtpafqqn qp*iqT qpq gqqwq i qi^ g qtqf^Tqiqrcqrqq qwqiw 
ftwJTpniqT ■q I qpqqt qqrenqqrq fimq fq firqn qtq^q n i 
qraqq qTgfqq^qqrtftqrrefq qjwftftqqqq l q g qifflflifqqqq 
qfWTwqs I qr g qwwqq ftwqftqqw *nqKifqq«nfq q^ i 

63 . 1 %^ I qqq fqqqrqmnraqqn qqqp qRq^Tqqiraqq froqir^ 
ftgftq^ a n w q q fi ro an ^rn^nd fqHuiqiqiqq gqftmi 
qfqqqrfq^wqq^s fwqtwrqjiq w wm qnRiqi. ^ qi^ 
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kRt fiwMswwwi^iPi 

g^rsif frorifr Tt’iwn i g^isi[f«<«OT mmihik: ^r«J^ i wr? sSN%p 
fq^w , ^» w f ein^^ y« w sr l ftwinra^w^ ^5W 

ftjTOn I fq?Eerwnm?nwraf jraii?f nfee^^T- 

f t|g< OT m«*?i g Sfi t «n < M8 fifCTiwTiiJw^ qfira*nf^^fw <rfiraw- 
f5r^ip^i»eT*TRl(irTf<? ^irai gqm«.tJ|^TW sr iwh i 

'*raF3>TOrerawrt%®it g^Tsrt ^R^rfiirew ^m«iK*i«v *rw 
rf?r;3Brn.i ?raT>g>rc?rei^wTf^r<*r^ fins^fjnirinwc? f^raf^ereiTP- 
*nur5 ft®srw ?rf^^5TC! ic«r6raisift«ns»j. i 

?Rtw_ ^’sraa fi re ^ w 
?rf?r g^nsf eiw^al^TCi *t TjpiT^rfiiwfli^Ri^Tfsraf^T^sr 
ft5* ^iwimw*. s?^ ^ 

^rraRTen^niTwr^Jt, fR^^wpnrJw *m fwrjrei^ «praii*^- 

*I^Trfq 

64. srejsrr ew<at*Rr^ 5 ffw^raigpifineif? I 

gl«Tf5ra»wi^ *j3ysr ?r^ ^ra w.K^wfi i wtK 

»r f ^^rranrcntjf^ ?jn uifiiw i ^ i 

fi<cn^CTnf«(wwi*iiw^*i*i*<^«i’g w!iwra icarawrau- 

g!wnf2(tm:srf% i 

55. ?w I ffRiTw:wPi f^wwr srw 

ei«i4j?4A«iHii4ii f%MTflit«OT! i *r ^r 

ft^wrq. ^R*rr ^rwipwrer ew«i ij^rfiree f^rniTt *f?r ^i^- 

WT«ii »wiiPiaw< ros <CTKUi^ 1% *)H«l« i tsMSi flTC^q. I ^m^fsfPrapnWTHW- 

i j*ftn®TOgwirer 

ftPnwmmRTwrHRJr tnftsRRmr*r^«raT ^ft^iTmeT- 

«W»f ftarors i hsr ei«wn4 srr from igjq^ 

’gw»ll ^ ^ 

66. «w *ra^ gf^imm ilSr 

siw 

ft fit3fWIW»inC ?r^tm>5^TCflR«T^ IWTsk^ 

OTiwiss I *r^ yft|*i¥sfwrjwn§ *f3^iiiwi^4^i<i 
q eiwa)en<i BTS>sicfh 5»nf4ir- 

VI ^ *ir<IVlW fVWP I IWWVI fl??™ ^pRt WWWT^V 

Asiatic Society, Calcutta 


l.O LQi 
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[Chap. I. 


VraiNl^ %I5VT ^HWR[T 
pn I <gwi^< r m< ! gwii<n%<n4 « » W Tfift ^Pw i 

ft*iT iiT^ftnwrawf fiwun i 

aww^nww^KMKfi^ i nu irq man qimii | nt^fint- 

*w, ^vm *n ^ i tfl»iT b 5 

53 ^ I icfir fmw i gfMe i tii^ t fiwrfiwT- 

^Rfnn^jnffwfTOW ^W5?irftnn 1 ftiwtn ^ ipc- 

^i.>fl«ii ^ewft>nn»4% 1 ?ra?r vf *wr wr inwwt’S'Rftpt. 

^n^^nozfti^swiT ftwrii 1 n vrehtRrJn^ir 

I »iTft fwmpit 1 

^nsufirotN ftarwfw^srar ^nwwwrft ¥i^f<B3*i.i 

^wnspawri? ft ^n^uftwwRt w»f g ^iu^ i rfJr wwt- 
JWTwr 5TOr ^?ra? I ^JW^^piPPWT^ «wpi.i 'wr- 

«CTrsT «rwsp^ 1 

^ I ^ trww I ftwBiT *»TTO fi^^ift- 

»mn xft lOPiOTni- 

^1 i«WilWl^li|Ilffl't|15l^».*r«H<ll«i.| 

fSWRI^I !raT^ I ^nr^T*iftwfBT*rFR% wfh* i ftwJ? fift 

wNr I 

1 4ni4’<4ji ?i»rei^ 3ift4iii4i<«4ji nr 1 w 
TC’srort ft*iT I ^ ft^^ii'imwT^ WOTipnraw iwww 

ift^ii I 

*nBT^5®ra*ra*v«*i»ri^n^ ^EmftRpnrvT^ *in*ri w *wt- 

^Ift ^wfswr ir#ra nftwi^ TPrrftnl ^tr^l 

57. ^iw^fiwirBT»»5k^wTOn(^ ftww 

«ft 3’?3T ftnwrow^Tiujfiroflftft ni^ 1 

fNi^i ^rrftjw* ?rp*mi raiftPi^ 

ftiri wi ^irawreft ir^nwft ^ 1 *iwn 1 ^wwnftw- 

Mwiwfliii 3 m i TOT 3 ft<i.«g^r ' « n n i <i<^<M ^ ^ nwriiTO wf j HiiMmw w5- 



Sec. 1.] 


f WP TO W Wf »i.MH I 




»T fWtip ftwrJ flw?intmT?«innwwT>m« i ^ ftwiit n 5 

^ IJR: I ^WlPl ^ ?E|^ I IRlJli- 

frotJiura ?iTfir »n?if^ toi wnftiwiifMiwfiT *r 

I 3fln?[wifr^5r ^1^1 uinfw 

»T<5T ftwitniTwraT » TCW.<a w wrwfi <^«»iTC 

wrar firaT^Taw u«Tmf^<i cj^sft ?RiRwnRwim./ 
^RTro^roiisT f^i^^fNPRiT ’ 

*3aira airoftft: 3 i«st i 


CHAPTER II. 

PART I. 

1. W ?T5: I HRpa 

«(nro I insal ft.*RPT^tTO’S fr 1 rwr ft^r* awPa 

irtJjwiraRWT<i.i '*1^ fwviftwraiw 1 

mjtwftwJwrr^sfiififR! 1 sf 5 a^T«fs^f?r 

f^mrk - 1 flRsvifwiit ?»i?fsflaR?n[itfinw«WRti iswwfiiHR ft»- 
I 

iTOT ^nra anraarnp 1 ft?Pwf*wnr8 4 ^i'«^<i<ieii*ifa 1 *r 
mwm WR iWFRTg: fijUT I ^RTWWfTOWTifir ^Kl ftaft # 

aft I ‘a^ni aft. aftftft n a^aawasft ijaa ai<Q 

aft ai^anpr aiR ai^aRt ^aaawft ftwafftniiT ^ 1 

?a(Q wrftw aw: aiRwiaaroaiftRa. ’ftawft ^wTwt ww- 
wftwratfW*: aft wa: 1 

aiaanftwT^ ft ^a^iftaft aarapr waawT ajanwaOTftaiaal a 
waw aftmaa aiawT ai?TO ^arart ft?Rpf aiaaiTaaT*i.i 

aRaaij: 1 ftana^n. ftar 3pft«i. aNar fftwi ^ t»li ^* ^ 
aftHrift ^ at ^ awlfta: 1 aift^ar ftrar ftwwftft aaa 
aitawft ftaft aar %rsft ftwaana aft ^ft 1 aar ar 





[Chap. 11. Pt. I. 




ftwinraT I firaft ftsft ipfl5l»i ^^wn, 

^wnrt *RT %T5ft fwra*IT«ls 5'SIT»IW *1^1 ftuw* 

wfh I 

^TSfq fwpwtw K«if5r?5$ firetncwi »iTOft ^ 

fJrwoi<fiiwi*j^l iWT^ *in::9 I ^ ftgs I 

fihiTwa? finTTii^iKT I »)i3f*i«.Ti' ^.sifif ihitq Jifirfig ^ i ^rft 
ifh I 

g 4(uivi4.«tPi rttt f5pr« nft5r ^nrci 

JiV«i«i*ivr«ci ffil ^n^TPl^ I fiw'W ^rft MWW<*I<IWJC“ 

fwTOsl gm wfTO%ft"r5*rf«i 

ftgs g^T ftw ftwkfingjuT iWi ^rft »ng- 
^W*T ^P^pftwiTT I 

wwRii.fM I ft^ron^ »^T?nrt fronn i srigPraw 

?f|?r^Tcfir urenr ^ i inw ^rcawrwwft ’RW^Pr'iFBft fiwft <|^- 


^mreipw^ft g^^ firnnn i wg*. i ^ptw ftuft iCTt- 
ftwrin «i I »n^ifii i ffin^ 

ftfiwwnFRPW* I wtrmiiwi^l ir »r froro fSwT u^ftfir i 

2. iw f*Fgxrc»r ^ »«nit ^nwc titft ?c^f?r fWl^ «SW^r 
»^t*r f!lr g:^wii »»nn^ri 

fiigiK.?tH5iwf*iiii«<«fi 1 ftwifi Tiwisut TWt I ^' 

^ ^ WTO I ifh ftwmn^ilTO*ng,i i*f 
wwflT wrf?w:«rw^rotwwrw1%w*iw i ’to 

?rTO>^ wy«(Twft'«^«rr fTOTOHW»iraifni i 

wTis^j^WR^ 1.1*1 g^wpr 

smftwinraing. I wmTiiTO «iiw i[aif)raT^ w^regv^W^ fligwRW 
fts^lfwfh^T I ?iwTg.'rfh?iwf5rs^jw'ftinOT: ftg: nmmw 
1EW winjirw ?ifli fft wwpm^4 giK^f^ i 

I »r ftf w i 

ir^wrflEii^ wwmw^ipww uftiTRwg.1 Pnraw ^pffawtgi 

’CTP wwiTOwwmwCT tfy wwt^ifln*- 

«raaR.i f*w*i?L«r<Kii«i} w>ft w*«iiim'«j »r f% » iw f «iwi. a nwwi^i 
fiwwnrow I wF*ii wwnwinnim, f^vwvmu^w "n^iH^u^wr 
WWW I wi ^$t3Rnn^ w ^iwruro ffh ^nwgnpiwwi ft gw* 
WW I lITWlf^^TW I 
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3. 

j^pn’tsRWTOwnj^rflsRft 3^wrt fhror* i 

’cwftr imnnwiftHrif if^i«iMprt «f^^iTOw^« i ^ ^ i $ sipsr 

^aiww ^ ^ ^rafianp I ^5fwiTft% «fn^T ^ i 

ifir T<wT?i.i iRPCT ftisOT ^ ww sw 4i si s>3Jn«wif^fi<4s ir; 
4'P<«!ik*i.i ^ ftgt iwnnw i uf^ wi. 

3^twtww?mti s»T?EvrirrTOW(ra i fij i w i M ^ t ; i 

^lih f5rCT unw^u^firwusj^ i «r ?:srrPwt^rRT*f 

fwHi ivii vrq. 

Rw'ftwrgfW? «Tg!<WiT 

«t?r f8«<f*i« ^ f^ionv ip«<ut ^isfj | jit^- 

MW CTW WgRT^RT wf UWf *l*f«lifll I 


I »ft5mm'ns ftld^tSf^ 55ljwni?t_| ft;- 
V1l)U(X«l4jl 5S|Wiq.| fiipift 

fiWTWvrJft fSwM^ ^wsmmswiMia^www i 
fwwrrf^w ?8^ finwiim^suf^iij wi^gm firarj^^rnwu 
WMMWrq. 3^''WTft IWfWOT^^WI WMT 
w® innnrmwftwiH ibbst fSrowft^TW l 

4. w*pg mumni ^t*tflr nfip^^ fwmftft'tRi i mfirar- 
mRssmfXfiiy^w i *«5irc^ 3 ftfwww^ftwWir 


I '•W’BT 

mwjii^quT i^ f5ri<n1wwww^wm^ OTTf^Stwn i 
si^inn^i ^41«uv t*i^ fipift IVn*i I sd5W 


IWTf^WWFC%Ts53^ I 


^M^ipirai ¥i 3^ ^nwwRMWt ^ 

iBWRin I ^fl^- ft^Ts ^iTT^ f5nfl?i% ^ vm - 1 4fW?r 

3^n»i»reMwftTOr^ ^ jftftii 

si^lJr I 3 ^ME*l*«^M3' I fw^wi 

Si^^owmi^RC. uOifi^iwwu ^ WW43WW wtw 
ft wftwMT w ^ ftipr^i3.«n^- 

f^< 3 w fi yi fir f^iww^u fiw^i sinpL^^ifinuMT ifir 1 





{C^p. II. Pt. I. 




ijw i 

6. ^ ?Bw*h^ mftnl jiaw^i ^- 

^’iN*iT wtNhwt ir ^i 5 Pnm 1 w ft^iw 1 

6 . ff ^ <ifiTiiin . ftfwftwfTiPr 

^BTSt I »T 5 ^mnpfwun^f «iTg^MwniTO*n?.i 4t^TCillw5?r 

fWitMWT 

snwn^lK’iTW 

’•n^^ncfir ^irf 1 

fWUraiwftWflT^ i tI l gl W I 
^TfUTff'* I 


^wraii ^^if<«iK^wwiri^<BiifiiiMTjf<«nlX 1 luifii- 

WW* I ^T5* ftflft 04^Jri^<nOl^ Ijft ITpl 

i?T»inwiRr ftgs bthq ^i^WB^nfir ?WT^JprpiT^fippiWT>rfw 1 

BBsm: 1 n^sT^^wniTOPiftw- 
w Bwv ^nwcngwr ^ I * 

7. *mt ^ w^wrot urn ^ 

iPlf^lf^T I BIW #f«T l . fiR wSi«.f lrtB I #BIITS ITf- 

SRWT I I 

•fwi^*wn 5IBIB; «IWT W fiffit I «WITTOP Blfil^T BT TOBBW 


fpiRnfH: II 

I awpcf 5 g<t»iTf M vwiNp I 

ftn?: nm 11 iwftr vm* 1 

^*r|f<T I ^jirapT 'BPWBW^ I Wftsp yBt BIT»W- 

f«iTO»[.flr5: 1 • ^’'’wrPr 

«ii*ifl: w«Tt I fpi ^nhifir ftBTwfH BT I 
%% ^ ftf ^fVt T pi ?i« I ^ ’"TOT ^aiRTTlB fr fr^ fn 1 

^Tei.« *I*M« P W ligBttl ^ «1T^ 

TUftro* I 5^5!TO« ^TWTTI^ fira»TOlR ^n«lfiT» I 

t«nRB t Hlf>TO R « W«TOlfi?TI9T TOBWn TOW | 

W^lfiTOUPPIT 5 fronts BITO TOTB^TOTOUrff | ?pf ^TO%^4l 
TORT TOBITR"IT I TO0"l<l i t< lrfwinTO*T TO^ftWT | TOWI^- 
wwt^ TO<i% wuRTO TH. I BinRTO^ifts iTOurlwroBtfft*^- 
flWT^I TOln^TOiTBtllTOro^JTO JZ^I fpTI B^ffar TOlClb 
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v4t(l(u.«^<r 3Z^ fwfiRl.1 *1^ I f*w^ ^ 
wii ^ ^ CT’^.ftrax iPr I 

^iftiTWiftfiiraT ifirfirRisi iPri smm 5’«iwt 

fqs^ii^nvittmDrRi^ wraft ^^?TOrS^p^ffM**TC m- 

3i^ nrwrftr i ^roiq. mwiw wf\n4<c<i ur?rs i 

8- ftpgnraw^ 

ftRsir^ T*ii iRiJ I » ^gfa<aft w ngw ^ »t ^rrawr ft?n 

9. 1!^ f?ra:ii'ip5^^ 

fiw I ^ ^ ^wt jr*i ^ ^ ^mtftpr ffii i «ts iro to 

<9 tnurirf^r ^nSttreroro I 

^ ?ivuwnNi i ^tpi^ ^sPiwTim i ^ m «tci- 

mm «fit fTOW*TO^Tt I 

vwng w^jjrortnc ^vif^vnroRVfn^ '^r ^ MTjTfttH 

^ 5f?T JIW q T! lMt ! i»ll WH1I%I TO- 

wtwTBW'iBW rVnv ^snP^wnBs i 

mu *Rt% I fm 5srT ftw*. i «^* 

«n i i 5^ 

ftwunwsK^’ef TO s^ift^wais 

3n«ra I Trtt^TsPr 1 m ftw TOraw m 

m frPmwT toito*l H*«^t 1 toto 

>nfbTOj.i 53iR^TOwm^T«^i 'TOPr^ ^wrftTOwrc- 
pmi TOm^iwronaj^*! ifWI’STOwjfir to?: 

TOW^icPri 

UTOll TOWW(l\fWft I HT ^imrtTIW «ITai- 

^ I ^ *1 tifli^umtmiBii««.«n^p5r«^^«i4ii 

^n^wrerwsTpr^ «*>w<m w« mwTOWi.1 

IlftTOTO^jlTfTw »»^3t$lTOIT I r^WT pTC^WWlPraTOTOW 
TOITfTOWnrf ft»IT «l^^lw*l.l ^«HTOIPl<li»^«» ^ 

^i^5wwp? ¥TO*Jro^ir*i*n*iTTO^WT!t 1 *i ^ Prai<Mi(iiii|'*i(i^nd 
TO^fh froS^rt^ft ^w*i.i ^vcn^TOWTWT ’*i^ftwPw’*iPi^iflw 


JUTO^l^TOIT 5 PniR»«^^TOl5rifq wfn l »i^1WTO^ TO 
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^ *r ftwir firar 

I i sfWiwir 3 fim 

PnlisRir Pwft I ^traT*PWTi%- 

5 P( Pif^WdT ^rrn^r^PiT 1 *r 

ftw^pjPranw^ *f 3i»iT?i.i ^iron inwni ft»iT5TOtJi. 

SlW[H.WWT3’IWft*IT nx ai ar | 

^ I ^Rlfwifawinart v§s fREVtn I Tpf ?l^ 

PniTiBn wu^ ^T ar 1 
Pwrft!^«fiTOT*ii[fir ft^tai*ftOi(*HX^ wrrasraai.1 

wnfart fPW^wifi ^ t i ati^fW I^I ag^ I ga»8 |aiifliq» WWTS fim 
^ HaufiqaTJ I § anarflaiT fta}^ ^sn^T 11 5 fWfRT $ 

iw^wiflwwan I q*it ww v 3 « fr Pwt 11 «^<Hfh- 

^ I ^^rfS^PmnfsPT Pm ar 

»iiiaSii ^wtufHnir an ^i f ^PtfX P t «iwm^ aqw^ ainc^<i 9 tir^ 
^snPpqrf I 

^^ t R*<maw »i*jarnsn 1 afiw Pm ^i^aqm ’qwi.l *itrsl 

^mtg^lapg ^#|aw «Pt i ’Awm wf 1 w 15^1’^ 

^ W(ftPr ’oiftiip a^jtJiPncmftPr 1 w ^^aot ^ sivmP^ 
5 ^i^t ww 1 

10 ajft PwT ihm najT ^uiiitHr*. armmic 

amwaPW 1 aif^ falin. ^WiaiWTai.’WCP annfc ^railftwr I ar 

^mNafairat»rfr^^ra^^i anirt am ^ ^rfjyai sfifliftair 

*ml»winnm Pra»^ 1 tr a^r i t ’t tyn a n fiaiifq pwi ^pi^Put^ 
iroPr ^g»TOi^g « rly > a Rm i t <» ^ arCTT q . ’m 

^ anwn uCIwwifwaiPi an(t anw 1 am mireiaafs 1 

artlwm^ K % Wit T w*SraT iPr 1 irClwwmt^ranrmTft a i^- HWRa i 



ar ^ jamrtfW irtiW frmShftrfhiPfiPl ^ 

^aSd^ fWiafurPlPl aBW* MWl' m^SlWft aj ^nmi f.5<li*i* 

armftft ^[Udii *i*<i«iiinn.M’ *m^ 1 ? 3 in- 

^iS5^ wNifam ' ^if^wwwt i amPnl l 

^himt aiif)art 9 iPr n^m^Pnv ift I ^ air 15^ 



Sec. 11.] 


flwirwwiwincij^i 


Wt w p Rft I ^ «n!pt IRTW ^ 

JT?^ arfliw armnra w%m<ncflTOi tr i ^- 

^ ^ ^rPre^ to ^w« i ^wtroran iNp 

wfirft imfir II 3ip^»T ^T3n^ fTOflaTOmnnsw TO ^ 

•frrftffPTOiftmTO^ ^ frfr^’OTpfinfingiBftft »r i 

«TO|irnift«TO*it i ^ ft’*’* ’**’* ft*** 

TOT^ wynx «nyrt top^ ^ *i*<w^^i«i« i l<im> 

3|iR:w ^JWRCT I TO PwiTOiTOTOm. I 

^g^ t rwO f TO^W Pl^¥tftft I TOT9^‘ ^ TOI- 

TOBTTO *ifll««iiflraT ^TOnroi^fir TOri^r tot h^cto 

fiVlftM^ 'rt *1 yTO*f left fTOnftlft*IWTTO I 

5 TO wal UTOftftTOTiroi TOft I TOft TOftl^- 
ft% THTT TOft TOTOwnfrat ^mw^iuwiTOift ^rtwi^i 

iWw I I wi.fi«§ftTOm f^ 

^iTOTlftl 

* »HK^< i Wpl*<fB«lir*iailft» T ii pn «wl ^ifnqTT wftt 
TOStft TOT***^ toitowit ai ^TCBTJnil «ift H’*' ft^ft^ 

TO TO ftroftwar* frot *» towt ift toit i 

TO WTO TO TO TOM«.»TO ’rfNftroftl^ift TOlllTOTM4.ai«l<«|ieft«l- 
<«<ingiw^f i ^TO! . I TO ’<n fimwi^Ti^wi ^ frounw to ^ i ^ 
^fllTOTOTOftrift arot I TOTTOftTOTOra^TOTOJ I 

TO*TOf**TOTO^TOP TOdftTOTO^ ^ TOft TO*IT *JJTTOt 

ftijrat ^ITOTO TOTOft TOTOftft ft^iTTOnrow ! tottoto* 
TOft ’i^TO^mh^^ laiej'TO left ^tnreTOiTOTftiwuftj i 

TOlft TOftRl ’irat TOfTOSlTOlWTTOftjTOllfiraTO 

w TO^ftftft ^TOwtftTOftrr iiTfroftft i 
TO TOTOIITTO: TTTf I TOtf?rTOTOTOt.?lftTjftTOPf«n»l.fim 
jr#tTOi 5 flTO TOwjTOtrft TOW* I a i w nr ««fff?wiV »T ftro «ft 
iiC t <if ^ *ift^mm t ifVft I 

TO I TO ai Wmaftr^ TO TOft ^ T T^*ITOft^W t ftpg 

m 3aift«IWTO% TOI«W«JHlTOrf lflftTOTO.1 TOTOT((t^^|iji 
ftnpftft ^ %T5ft ^ I 

11. ^ ^Nft ftuft fronn ^ ^MHUTOiwi^r^^L ^ 

TOrtUft TO T tTOq ^ TOTO I 



-#V- ^ ^ ^ 

wntw^TM 


[Chap. 11. Pt. I. 


TT^sPr I WRT^ fiwfi: ftwuPwrart i ^ i ^g% 
THiTQ if%T ft*iTJn I I ^ 5 rr» 

fWwE^f^r wmt ^ i[fir triTO 

»py wy»w 5 3 ?^T!i.fiw 1 

fq?nc ?i^«i «ifqi«M'q i^srr f?« ; 3 ^n: 

«:«Tf5E«iT f^wfwTjfti^gwwi^ fwpum fF«r ^wi «raa»^ 

f^wwTnft ^^<*(^<i(?r ^ Tfl*iT*iTd*j^roTw^^ ^ew 

ITT %nra^ 1 wnt vrofir ^iipnt nfqfW 
imnftftwrv 1 ^’or vlwiwUw^wwt 1 
WTfvnwi m^wwRlri^wjf^fwT^- 

wftiRrrrficiijTftcw* '(swiTir Omrn«it JR^qsfcRPwranwnf^- 

I inn 1 ^otut! arctitt iftwrar 1 «in^ 

Kn n jEffn iroranrar 1 ^fereir^sft 1 irar Pj^rnra^t % ni^- 
ww wn> 5 fir wi I irmnncf^TvtTihsfq ^ wrfH 11 fq^rnre^T »njr- 
nrfwt ^iHrnnrt iz?iqfhqtrat ftfwr jnniii.i 

jnn*f w? ^nrinif^itPr i?nni« 1 «nip? qwV 1 

'VR’rnwi^ liitqn: freftfer qfjra^«T 

’nqrqECwqncRf nw 

inn ifct*Twi ftgijtiirntr *n 4 raT wRwq^^wr- 
^KKpiMiji ^nfiwT ir»igprf?gfHfiti(nfir ft i. r gw qi <[ .i nrerfirafn- 
inn ^Ri%f fHiiqT*t.i pjj ^ <«prqfic!uftntn nww 1 
ipww ftn*iftnTJn ni^s^i^fq mnw^n* \ . 

^ f3ramrowiT iqfhfttrewiR hItiitiIh 1 nfir 

gjiwljfq iwjiwgwS^ n^nmunpit fi^sawTOniir qrfm- 

ir^ii%nHii%T ftiw I n ^fiiftitt^isft 1 qift 

pj ig n ii^ a w r f ^ H i wuHiwne^ qwTTO 1 

^Pnip!p«WT *5 ^irnptt^^jr Hranf^qririifqqTqqpflr ^wwii 
firftwn .1 ««<ni.f««ii n iw 1 

'I'i ^TCTOwn^tfJr ^itftjRr i 



Sec. 12.J 


I 




?rnmnf i f3rei«nrafJr 7hww>r^ 

I 

*»TrTpnCTra?RT*rt «mnpn^T 5 iPCRr?’^T*TRw ^fl*iTJi^ %% 
IWTft»!T Jl'n fltiT «f?T 

3^'^wnt^ H^rawiwmfls i Prf^'^wp ^ ^ l ^nl^^ ^ 

^TORW^ wniw Prof% I 

12. Prt ^rf^^^ifcPTrif iiT^rf^?5Tf 

1 f sjftiiliiil fwaiWIPTi I | 5 

ft?iT Ai»l<ii»i«4 I 

^ *rrJi'RT!iw I ’^iTfrcmftsiww^ ic^* ^iTire 1 5?iraiw 

5 ^ I ?mT ^ ijf? naiRMiiT wp^*maiw ^ ’Enr PmiS 

^l^rartpr^ »tift?E«it *rRr!i.i *r 5 * 1 * 

5ij*in 1 q^rr 

^T«f(r9^ ftfiRCT?^| JTOT fxrclT 
MTJi^ j z ^ «w 5 %5r 9ir«i^ I 

?R[^ I ciTjT ?if«r fxT«iFiwnir«RST^ ’^^TaEi'sr ^ ^T*q ftni-. 

ftgi g^’tmiipfTOi ^iTOinft^unwin 1 TiwaiT 

5n5iSlftt?n^.s I 


’!iT»rra*(8 1 m Prai 1 flT«nfii flraft 

5% 11 ^ 1 fTflT45>T?l.5^Tf5S%5riT 

■«Tr4?iw ftg^'^nrafn^ir^T »r g 1 

'HT<sf*ifwjr f^Tswfi?ri«rw5^wi. I fspruiH- 

5 «1^T 

?WTia?t?raT ^%g?ijTr ^mrcs 1 ^*r 

w »nwi^Pi PiMRiftjSfr'OpiWTci. I sr 

^ 1 »r 

"n ^^T^aWI^^ilVraTWS ft|?i^TOTK'tHlt?l’5f^ flUlVl- 

an'fJTLi fug^mis^iT- 

aifflEW ^ITfl*IBT»l. W? I. 

an I wHat aaia^nra^T aa^nrafltaRSTaniWTa^i anrafsfe- 






[Chap. 11. Pt. I. 


*^i®*>wiwiniw<ii«K« 4 i I ftwpraw’ 

wnti ^ ^gnnnj'TrftfH 

^<9iflWi'$AKI.i iwi 5^5pT flravi. ircn^ ^nfjfevi' 

fRi!l<‘w:wii^'«t«ii<%i *r «ii|i^(ii’sr in^m*<q .i ^- 

5P1 I »r yi ?i^^^«praft^raj ?n?i aTW»ST?i.i 

5^»ip«RT*nf^f^ra^ yitip ^ ni^ n 1 

13. fii55^^niWPT n finTproftwi. 1 ^ 

PwTC^unnT fiwsilT ^ I li'st ftgj ^fT*»%T- 

ftfir fqajyi^ ?m^T*iiTpiwm?t’TOiTOTfiiwif^ 1 

?nST I ^ TOf^T€^Tf%«BI I finw ^raTfl^^^f<SH*l. w- 

wcwR'gjiPTC'RT^rt^t^ ^T®r?1fn i[ra»nwi?iT v% 

^5^% I ft^t 15^^ ^ ^n*4 nftw- 

^ yii% I awOT ’OTTPi.i g^jR^Tjir ^art n fir^aw 

I ^ f«RW%nn^ wit ai^ am 1 aw^ftiWRTW! 
fa fr I fhaiT ^ n ftmi* 

fawwaraw > i ^ a ^.<iai T a:i 1 

aftwi«n^«iw a^ atrmax^faaia 

aflafH I aw[. ftaxta araw ft«w yanams yxyxg a 5 

yx^ftaara^awT fasralia as;,Tara ai^* aixarfata ami^ I am 

^xamit fags aiT»a am axaa^xfa 1 a g *rfi ia nftaaa>aa^ ^ryas i 
araafafyax * fa^axa^a atxafayaxfaaifayxas 1 awaa asafaiPfs xn^- 
msfa yfaaxa’wt aaa^i»ax aiT g^aata airfit 1 fireaxaiaifayaxg.i 
i^laft g: ftaft ^mai aapiaix^ ai^a«ixaaafaaro aigaxaxafa ftaxat 
WL airf*tw«wi5ii aanT»^fa?wsiftafaaaaiflia a i^aaxafaaaai a 
arraanaimg.aa^ai*a yxj|5laifaiCTxm?>ayaiaxg.i anmssaaasg arrt^Sa- 
aa ftfaapix faaxaxaiaxaxi.1 aaia ftags | ftax m!.^mg.t^g.am 
^x aragax^s^ l aaxaif g ftax ^tx^ wafaflr 1 aias maxf 
fwx s^^xfaaiams ^xfaa^ax ftaaig aaxaf g gaaai^afw 1 aax- 
aaaaaatxaaa^ aixaxaimjf fala^xm faaxaaxa*? ftg^ axaaa a 
fafJwit I afraf5a#aw^alaaaaifii m mt=m:xaaax^ixaix amflt^xaia- 
*ynfliawxafamairaaa 1 a g ^a'aiax faaxaxi waax^^ ftgata 
ti*u^ 1 aaifamamfm aN axaxaax^aig 1 aialna|(Jiam*d tat 





Sec. 13.] 




^ET fjRlTfir ^lft«5n?Rft^T 

^p^nspTt ^ t%*iTif ftiRww ?nliiwfl*Ti*i5. fwit f^^nr- 

tn«i*)^(T?q*j_i ?TOTf?'^T f*r6?^5raT fwuwn^w 

yf*jj|«j^<*iif^ fifJnwtra^sRr i ^snf^wnJt- 

^ ^ ’T I ^ fi|cjl*l%wra' 511?% I 

’5^’5T ?.iWTf^T fiTfIT^^%I<!IW l«l^ 

^TTW f?raT*rTti. 5W I 5^ftlW%^W;S5i ?!% g 

if^T I «r i ^ 

?nrsn%Ji.l fqs^naww- 

iratRwfwjTsjrW^* »3<fT ftrawtnrri^ ?raT^tT*g%^ 

^ fttift ^ffT fwraT*n%r ^ i cif^^ ^ ^rf^craft^nar ffir 
5nrT^nj%%tfTTO^ I «jf*F?n^m*ngfR ^5% ?i?n^fni- 

<t?«rr ^rjf^ I 5i%«»fts5n^^fip^?raw ?jfT%T5^ fi^rs i ’r^r mtw- 
*raTf5cEn^tan M^'^*JNr«j5?>5rcii'eiflfii s^TfwwnraT^^ ftf^'^ra*if^* 
sr ^*i n(PiJW«nf«n.- 

Tig.1 ftpg I %g?5rffl'^5T ®%Tf*i^5ir^T^iP5- 

*h*^ «i5Enf9Frni5n%ni5!^3fl7^jj_ I ?i’^ *?9iEi>n^WT%«n%*nf5i5t ^i^k“ 

q M ' Tg)ji<i sr ?nuiq f%^i 5if^ ^ 

5R ft^srqw if sntsi^cTsrfs %st 

^ ’qrannf^ if 5i5i%f?r qrftrenwTCw^^pn^^ fti% 
fq^q q ^ ^ iwnqtfuny Tff. I fNf^%sRr ^«fir- 

WB'qffi irar wisnrq fqn5T5*iTmjT iww^ ftgift i ’5ifra:wrif*5f% 
qnrt^jfif fqgi;?w5f»ffcr ^i in!nj.i qiTg f*i:iftrvsrefl^n»fraTO^ 
«i5;,Tai% I g figCui'qew^ irag^nFfg^firai^iftfiT 

«r5PTO ifq^wpq^qirTfT miiq- ^iTOttw i sr ?i'?^KirwwT%iJ% 
HTfllsflTqsii^^^^Tf^rfir fig< » tBqill5f f % rf ^ *rsT 

qftrerqsiT^q’ f%%f^5RT(sjprq5irnrP(iftfif sir*isj.i sRreroT-iwnqsrgfB- 
ftswspqafWw^jfif 5RTOiii<qfi«i fpSqUfsfsjf^fl g g 
ifjtrnpqq'inwTqTfi.i 






[Chap, H. Pe. I. 



ftgftpT ^^tprenwpni wra^- 

14. ^[jRww^Tamnpr^an^ «iT^f ^t»ihn- 

5Erf»5t«r g^fer 5nSt*i?^ i iRpj iwsiw *i?p3z'i»f% ?n5w I f«ra^ 
«»raOT v§ 53 ^ ffh I ^ ^rnifipi 

*15r Jirgif UHi^JT witfiph’ ^ gwfji ^Tf*ifh 

15. ijw fwrfinrt »w n 

iroiUTf I «»t«rat «P5 W TOP TOPH®T I ^ 

TOiT^>iT^fii1^’RTiwt?*ni.i ^rro^ifir 1 TOrawtrow^ 

^TOijflirai I Mr^T f*rafii^541>iM1*p I i 

frowtro^*! ^winSs 1 ^itgront wftre^tPrTOi 

^^1 


■«^ig»P5 I ^rgw^rwra gppi' g *p 1 

^ « 9 nr«pr 


^ 


^ ICpT 

iJlrf TO5«g ^ *Iiani«^Hm: ^rTOTJll4Wl«^ TOfft^T Jm Ifftf 
’*im«raT*[.i gm I %wfhfejM^i't»i^wT55r- 

TOI lJT 3 ^raipIT*m^TW I m^TOTOH^W I 


sraTTOTR:^ I % *Trfir 5 tow sraRironf^ »r 

51lfy^<1 fTT^Tsi ’T fWT?I. I ’TOtWnX 4^4111(1^4 TOP ’4r?W4S^%TSftT 41^ 
^ 4n(T?*HT?(. ¥4iIHR4pl?H4«ll’5 ^!4in§5 ^TO^T- 

» ny n j !t4 i ^ 4 t4 4«rTTO f5i^i(5*iT4RijT34^w?r 4ii^€ i ^ 
<gnPi. I 4ifqTO^Rj«n^TC54nsT?i, i ^5re?rc- 

sr^f?wwT 4 ) M 4 ^«>mij( i 

16. ^iTsnro: I 4i^rwffi Pra $% ft«iTOTfA^l 3i?fA «StTO 
ijif 4 af w firaTflfPt # TOqin’ 4 rfwg ftroireift ?i»j 5 flTA i ?iTOt- 
itw «(T<|Jirt sqT4%T «%«!. I TO% ?iq[^ srifh f^«f%s irtIt 
H wft «n!Eg^ I ^?»i»WTir! i ft ww 

^ fw(irf»ifcr I TO fTOW|% I u^- 

WT?i.i AF*7i^aTflref^«TAfJi«f^’S^^TO^ii^T «nir *r TOTfasv | 

TOTO ^Tifq I 4lPlH«(f4TOPPrt fi^awt TO^t TO I ^ 

fromt H(Ki4<i^ifi fh flnfhftfh n ^frogTOfTOiTO ^irow toiw i 
ftrorawft TO4ift»iT TO’n% i TOrat to».T‘ 1 i 

rilTOl^^.t *TO Kf*[ ^f^l TO 4 . 4 TW 



Secs. 17, 18.] 



limTOCtt I Hlj ttl fltCT TWP g fiRnlT «ITJrareq^ I ^ 5TOSIT 

ireift ir^^rawft »iw 

I fltnfq %iit finsfilli «Trf sjwifl fi¥flitf«4Uiir<nntT g 
^ ^*li *nt5krtl^*i^‘ I *T5rfii ^Tgwraf 

f^g^rar ifir i^^nirt ?rt 
«? iftwm TUT ftrwr izipt^if^nnuTTT Tift TiTrftTHrn^TT 
ft*wr JJWftr T g ifhTOfpiT t^ITHTWHTJtTt I TW^ T^TIT 

TlT«g ^^[ftw ^TWiHT?! ftro^ fipWITT! Trerl«[*nft«tT5^TT 
5TTS TWrftrUHTfjR Tft TTTft^Ti^ ^ I TFSTT T«RftlTflTl«rBTT- 
TiTTm 3isT?:TftftTnft*iTflTift TraftTP I ?mmw g Tn*eTg smiilTTTT^ i 

17. TT TO ftrifg?!^ TO ftft^TO fTO- 

fTTOT ftrniTTSI TOTT to: I ijTTOJ fWT JITITOTOT WSTTg^ I 
T TWT^il^TOTOs «ll»ir4cr«ll TITOf4clfH% ^TO»TIUnTl ^ ^TTSTO^I 
TTT TlftlTTHTTg^TT^mjT^W!!! STIS TTT Tft %gm ^l^*i_| 

TPlim Tft TOTTg. ftfro^TO THTO TOT»i^Sft ft*TOT «r 
TOft I 

TOT ^TOtroft I TOTTO 'T?lf*TOT TTOWT I fTOT- 

S^«qTft*n: TOT TO TITTlfftg: T?TO,fl tN^T ?r%T 

TOTct.1 TOTT% g «I5raT: TOTOT: ilft^fitf^T SfcT H TTOTRTTO^T ftflT- 

^%*T T y■^*lTT<^^TOT g irsrnjefTOrT! i TUtsB'^! ftJiTTO^Trrgii^- 

Tiinf: I TigH^TO gT^iTTTTftftTTOTO ^ TRgqifTO 5RITg. w 
TfSTTOTOTg. ft?iT TO% | fTOlft^aft ^T3q <1T 


fTOl^ft%^% I 

TRTO fTOftftrST! i TOft TOm TOTUt T TOXT^TTf 
TOTft ^TfRTOT: TTTWf ftsm.JHTTcreT ft^TT^TO^lT TTTTTITg. 

fror Trrfi5?l’ ftft^wwT^ toto ftirro wfttnrjg^TciTTOicr eqft- 
ftw gTTgriftTTOR tt4t I TOTn% g ftTinftntriPjftr i TOg^% 
ft^^ g gft’TTTOTfSfiT TOT«% 5 flft I g ^T»i% 4 ^ 


18. TO ftTHTOTTOlt %T »^T^ ftTOTs fTOlftft ftTOTT- 
g » ftw<TO^ ftro^f^ft T g *ngTm>^i ?ittotottt Tft TOnnTOTgw- 

I THETiftlTIT ftnftTfflTFTnTTTTITTTT TIBT®T®mg I TW*et 

TfftBTOIT^ wf ^%TTOT TOTftrT flTTOTfTOTJl^TS TOWTTTTOTT 
TTWPlftTTaftg^ T^TOWiTJni'TI ^ITTl^TORTft iITgfftpIT TSUTftnr 





[Chap. II. Pt. I. 


7n?E«Rfir«Tnn9 ftwihcn. liipfl 

I ’srtJriKrosPrt^fl^ fr gj^^wr^ wig- 

^w^tftwniT TiTsr^’BniTO^cniii f%*tiJiM(Vfl»i<t 

I «m|«t f?RT! 5(r«?T%T 

I trowf siRWV^ ^wrefirapr- 

fspuTOT «T iwi i 

f il^ TCitT? sifl^ 

<PP!3 ^n^T ^laft %r ?»TS*raT*rai^ i 

1 *IW«raTfcl?r®T^ 5IT?IT<!a^ ^5?IT* I f«)fi(MI«l*M’i^ »lTB*Tnr: 
yM,^g ^ I «<j<(<i<fM I ^wpjt snffi^ispiT i ^iinwr^ 

f^«ifi[q jn3*nii*i if^ I ^ an^rarjpT ^injaprrflft »rnir- 
frov. 4d^i4%%T »iT^1?T ^jnwRPt^rnsf »nflti4Tm«*iM'i.3)%f?r ijpf ^’srpuT 
finnw: ftpg fWJr; icasrar i %TO» »<wq ir- 

i^nnPf H^Twt.^r trc^snc* ft*JWT ws i 

f?r«rir ^ \ 

PnC^RJ. | 

ipi qg!(jfiraaro^'5iTsrflPirawT^ jtrs^pitot- 

fVnmOfw«iraT3^RiMJrw! i 

?p^ ?ITOT^4M«< K*ll%<«^<l4*<?<1TC*raT 4l*l‘WW*Mf<^*Pl.| «)THl^S»q?r 
icRt ^ g^if?pn5RPw>iri?fipe JZT#l*iTf^f«r ’sit’^pi i 

^r«f*?f-r i ^?*rfir mt^- 

i( iRTisvif^prnii^rn^iT^iPiTOPiTs 

fhd’ww^ ^ft »p§*rei^ I ^ *nHr Tmr^pTC^T^srRvwft »r 

*l*|ijf*l«l'«ril*H^^l«ftlfP<l JRIW- 

epcitii 3 SP9 I ^ 3RH>^«r* 

*jn^r^ 3 »nflir 1 u^xiflps^ 



Sec. 19.] 


1 in*iif9^%ifil *[TJTft 5ft^PWff*rwr<Pi3*g 
in<i ^ i«f ?ns*i5tT^R:flfq i 

«inniitfiTwrf?3rra?^*wfii ^- 

ST I srwe^ 5 

JZ¥lsnf?sfflr ^^raT?r ^ w«3srflWT*HTiTf5c ^l^sRjwfi 

TT^»msn9i^«^*?rawrfi^«5m gft f ut ? i 
spj f^T5c»w i[fw «^rerfesre% ft^TT^jsrajrsit WTift 
?rsTT«i?l‘ I 5Er5srrfr! w*r?FreT?«TT% fwar Tf?r *pT^*iT- 

^Tf%% I STTcWfiTCTSIsr^STT ^TSfTT*IWW^<!. ^ ^ SfRIT 

*3lrsmsiiTr['$<*nf^Ti^ jrf^JWTfifi^ar^srrsg «n?it T!S[5raffisiii'<fm^% 
f^nrj im«r i 1 ?r ciw^! i rm TEif^ OrcrrsisreiTTsit ci^ ?t^- 

snSsjf^Tjftsft ^^TSlTig- 

f^TT 1[f^ S1T«SVsnrhr?STTCQS5l TTO: SI fsR^^cTS | 

si^ «sn*i*^sj|faT9%T siTgsrraisg 
af»i.i smr I sTl^^t^^fispr! ^i«n.snffl?wfs^crt i ^^si^rof%- 

«TJi>^s.fusfli«iMTs:fi»pii ?mir5im?n‘STt®snjiw«ifflffl 55 JT sr^^grrossr- 
?r*Tl^siTsrftf ?®sifjra?it^cTT ft3sisrfi(*rrji5fii sr^n^Nwflsrfwrs:: 

ffn® T«r«rflfii%si 1 

19, ^^Rqg^TftsTril fiPTT snsiT ^rq^li: fljis^r- 

ssjsit <T§Mi.flf?sTTsi5fii ssparousriRi^! ’tiissit iTait^ sirw^ncrj I 

fugsi^ fsfSI^Jlt WMTCWi 5ER -T^ei^l Slf^ ^sp^ Hff<T | ^ *»9ni- 
trift®! *HT^^ 3| ?fflflpTrJiTsisr. 1 ftisg snsrat 5 ^- 

siifstciT sT?f«i ?nra^ 1 

^ STTBU^ 3rst%T^TnTI|T5«l*IMffl»«#M<.WI#tfir I HW- 

iRsjr g^j^lsisiT^njTni^s 1 

sm I ^cTsg fiigs nw! «wrsilw! swf^w 1 ft?iT*T^ 
sTTjEgsn* *j4tffl?iT *:ffl ^RW’rsTTci,%jfW??ni^ iiwl^r^irw ^?rf5q?E^ifsr- 
sirif sT^Tsw ^wrtitnsii figufi ^ srw ssi^nq^eti T 

I fil^T^ fsTSTlil 3 ?I^s^5WT?nTfl]?l- 

* ^<gmi^s WS l WTqs < T^q. ^i!Tq[^tsnit^ ^^TSBTsg zn^n^TST- 

siflT W*»lft*TfSW%M41s| it^T? 1 ' fqg: ^rRIsmT?|^ 

stwl si fyni r 1 

•^H^spRTswT^siwfflfeT TOertfsnpq^OEn 1 

fiwT^SPi^ 3ft5TftsTTii gslfwiM iT^TgwRnosff fii?r^ 





[Chap. II. Pt. I. 


gw«i*wifiw twitanfli^w^ancfira (wreiftw® 

fi^^nfsra^iwrfxBPi^ 

w«ni fwTHijIsn^ I ftji TPRi FBTfJwrewtRTftftr i 

*wi fi iiw<j) f Mgwfwui t ^^ <i?*ii: *in:*§p wriftpitr ^nft 

ftgftfii last I ^ fwi? iRsq: ingw^ 

u^wi^ q i i*n«it^ y n a rf q?wtTi€Tf«iaT 1 flw- 

>1^ ^ ^TJOT%^ 

anmf«5f^*i%c«r3^T «nw<^ 1 ftrertntriiS^ 1 

vrofii! I 5 srwt *i*raT ^ 1 ^ 

fimjc^\ 

20. fwft %sf>i «iT?itTSJa^fiTi ^- 

<^ t in s ^g ^rawifftPE 1 

#QVP§T *n®(5?. i<<4«<aia: 1 ^mafiiRflfiWRT^^raim *n?n: xfh ua^ ii 

mi.1 ?ror«r 1 ^ <1^ ^ratsiTct 1 ^T«fH 

*IRI^ITO It 

«itop i ftm 

«i«U^’^«l ^ 5*fs I fT^TTCI ^lalw II 

21. 'iTO^jraftRl^f^TtrsoiRiiW! 1 5EifH Pwpto ^iWTiiRPRnjt', 

WT^ 1 40*l%f^fH I ^tt^dT5 

fwjiff s I w I Hf^ ^tht* i 

'rfjrar: ii 

’wpJts'w^ ^ I iraww ’wsHfirat' 

w *n 3 fiw*ranph 1 ?:wnR:- 

’flWHwni.i «iRWTfS^^T^ii^ 

PnjTvwj 1 

^t^l%iq^^T^^WT^^.I TOOTSWIRT' 



Sec. 21. J 




01*1. qfflrai: Ijj^pwmppmam- 

’nqr^ w*>ft 3 I ^ i ^s^inarr- 

iStuT ^T nr i ^rer ^wwvr iirwii- 

stT^tnr m ?^Twt JiT^wl^wjfl’ irraNwg^itrenar: i ipf -^jf^- 
^rtlfsjT^wPHTfif I ?mT I ^ 

I ftws^^%sr ftw fw^i q^»«T5TO3^r waft 
aafanq %»r ^isffsre ^ I acw '?UT fwtai 

*«4*s«kj^ WR^ 

^T«lf arat^cpw^ aiTWi. I aS^^RR^^aST 

WWT atwa^ ^Hrf ^^*iT»*ft tn^^i aR ^RRairifti^ 

^%iw4(m wf5i^«ij ^nssfT<5f'rawJjg^*riiWTt3inT *i^ JRfH aro- 
?R. I aRT 5 aii^jfftg^T aRf: ihsT i ?m fiRW ?ijrt fwwi 

fw«( ?rcMar ^rfw«s*>R ^ a nm«t- 
jnFt*mT.i apTT 3 ^ an^R^ w w fqg q» < ^mK- 

iWT wwr tsjfTOTgwJrt^^T^galt farerfllwii ^r«i*i i*fts«R ^ aminfit- 
T^R**j?i^ ^ JZ^NuTiai. I aR asR^ ajiftaraR 

<Hl*t)^^*4 ^I«J« I 

f^ni§aiiT I arpR? y^wR if]^i'<«4iai^if<’iyn4<^ipi'V ^^hri^- 

aRT 5^i«R(if%j<R»nJiOTf3raT ?njT aRwrnStarfl!Ht*iRft i 

^fTRa? yTORT^^IRWRlfaCTO «.«t^*i t|5'<lWl<li 
§Pl#**ft4R* anarift ^*^s*wR5^T3. ^kViRP* 

^TO*nT ’Trails I waiw «T!RWR^^htrn ifH i ,^w- 
q(RRiR^IRR^T WR iwt' I ^^rtWRTs ^IIR ^- 

fSRfn I ?R!rs •m«i w<wi<iuj«'^«iirwRai. i anRf^wi^^wn’S? l ^ ^wn- 
ftJW »nf%f aRT ya^anftraT | 

^NroTO^rawrm- ‘ 

^rn# ^ 3 arnRRRi^ I 

a^lfar^ftRcnuR^ I iirthri firyw^ TOfW ^«rwr»it- 
*!« i*.»i w'^q^iOi I wfw 
ftit wg iiR tiT ^anSm^c ft H311W I 





[Chap. II. rt. I. 




I i fgjqgqjiT^ ?nraT^ 

^suTS^fi?: «w^ci ?i^^^5remT«irq<i^ i ^- 

sr^ ftrgT?;w^lTR^! iTcnrc9j,f^^l?([WHi. i q!8^5jf^3raT% ^reciwyt- 
*ii**iT imfMI^ «![ icfH I g ftiar- 

*55« 5inf^iR»qsni!R »?jTf^fh gw»j.l 

^rcn^fpn g W»*W f q8i i g|l^* l t«i l ft ’ B ^fttf?T irfsfi’fmft 

?iT^rpwT^»iTj ar g ORi%m^fK^«iiK?r<ii- 

I 

^ ^ lP»g. 15f^ «IP*ITf^ arejfq ^ 

Jianfir aTO^^rfwiJntfwtrog,f?RBa^^fTfira ^rawft^r- 


a’fiMWwJCTfwrji wftr^aiTOft finnwtiOTifji?»« g 5jn!inp^ 

I aiffliftrfflraT ftmqanraiWWlf^fH I 

gwai I H^^rcTCs aw^’TOHrnRftror- 

aim Mfirttfwfwaigsir ’'^^Tj'wNmps i ^ ijjfawnftir «n^ 5 sat 


««raT I cim 


?R[^ %wt af 


9 ^^Bi»l.l 'df^W^^^-<l*^T^^^^^HimJ^W^Wlgl fTO%®?lTat 

533rc wira% i 

ar?ft I *1 WIT* f*r^ narrg i w 5 ?it 

«naf 5 T^ aiwnf^ I air*.w«w ^«<ifiifar^fiiii 1 iig» 0 T i ^»<^<- 

%^.>« 5 RiaiTar icflr ar^RTawr^s^wranw^l^g ^^ajf^fH 
aiaqiRiq ^(ala^Oi 41*1 ajU RW WqiWK^s ftqf%T- 


I 

atqaLi qwqitg wf 3 T 4 tqNirR^qTii«RWTralTh i fipiT ftnw^ 
aqiaiT qifwt 3 taj 4 t cjtIT I qiaqTug: ijs|a|T«[ TOf?TO: iRS IR: | 

qmT^ifei » y^«q T « iiT Wnf q f< i g wg^ wfirftftqiw’asuRT- 

aRT^ ajg t faii'^wa^aff ' ^q i g q w RW T ^rai^wrfiiwsj wananf^ifirJqwftfjT 
qq«»<Wl*ll««>pH T qiH>iaiW arrf^qWqjaTW ft^qiwftrfq qiagqjiaggf^. 
ac^l 

q 4 t*rer icfH g*!. 4 )q^R^R*t(*g 4 :i*it^MA i wwjur *HW<aH ^ 
ai%B« I waraSn q q^giPRnmnwnftfir i TwrfHwiar Am 
^’^TTfii sgflRtq iDTBiRngifiifli aigaRHikTIT qiimw^l 



Soc. 22.] 




%Tui^i I 

22. ^<9if4<i?a ^cnjRTpg ?T ftsT 

f^TcTI ?BR«:fw^%f«IsrriI^ei5nRTJj^l IRrfq qqT- 

’B^ST I f!?*TOTftFBWTq^ g w> 

^iftR*BT*PRnTRfq <WM*.«lWpHR*IKl^O<’»nCt I 

^ firtws 

ICf^ ^T'TSITJ^I W%*IWUJqks fqiE7innf^*S^T^T JZ^ I 

?m ^qftwarr tt fiftrars i ^dlff ^4tn* 

^WWRf^qra jrfn I ?IWIPR ^TPTOPBT^^t^lWlHIT- 

f*pn ’®ra^ i ftwurwi^ 

«lpqT4»l.l fir f ^ffilpw« i *l»l^ fTOniWW»lW1g ^Tftguwar 

*1^ fift mm ^iw*q^<nwH wni I g wrt 

ftwjfii I *jg wrat ftwspiwPi 

fTOnnEgT^w4maw«li ftnqi^ 

ftwniWWPrT 5R^T5fir i *wt ^ I 

irtMtfJf *r<i^ i 

?ErRi*nT5flfcnB 4] ^ »ifin0iq fi iPmqwTfl| i 
«RWTi ^wppr i^w*!n3ii ^rfwcTP iraro icPr i 

^i^nnifii JiwRjfttfis! mi«ifl i f^JB\?[qprr> 

fspB^r *11% f^tBRISI^WW I 

^TBrfajnwPr ^ snwrfH i ?n^ g^gwmir^ fsiTpf ^jnfir- 
siiftfh I 4nmf ^ » n<r jt g «m< q iw4p »Ri ^4 ^ finii^ 

^ ^wivtiPr ^rtHram wfH mn f^T- 

I «rTO5 ’TOW jfhrawRS^ ^ i w gi^iniw- 

P?r4 twr I ftHIKT ^SPWWl %WTf^ ^RflRimpigqsTO 

5h[ilw «J$«,r*rf^%WlT4w^aR 

BWRPnCT <B <9M Al 111 I '<11^ 

uTTORifrafiigPUWWi. i f^ip^ f!g*BTOiftfii^nnwi% 

«towht 

nw* CTRm* I %it‘ i wroini. 

flft ^ ^ni 5*544^ wmf ^i 



(Chap. II. Pt. I. 


Rfivi<i^ »n n ^ I iNini ^ra»rei ^ %w(5wwT^9jtTOfi^' 
TC W M4iwfi t ff cimwT ^fi<<gBi*l .i vn nipi. 

si^fT3prewi^w<iM<n3MM^!s I gi ig wifitma i Hi- 


23. Ti ^ ^Wwnrt' ^ ^c^'SPnfii 

I wi^ fwnf wsr ?wiTOw5i^Tflr?i i ^agt t w^t iR Tgf 
^ gTfwfTsit ^flr I 5Eii»PHi.i 

jqsjrnT ^rePrai’iJwnm 

^ I ^ I. iTmywT g iT <i ^g iHr<P t I 

23a. PwTJT* ^3fr>iT^ng^ras 

'iiJnCT I ftgT fipiuni^ irfg?iwv I viMi<i% 3rr*f Wfi^i 
fina^nj, i vmi ^ I «fkreiPT ^ 

^ W9T5 ^ 1 qin ^ %g5n 1 PWT fWTWTO ?IW 

gfgciTJTTs 1 5rT?ffyi TTK^PiT pTO^ fifPirCT I W5»rt%*r 5ai*f ’ifwr iiw- 
%*r ^ I ^Pr ’spini^ wgT9 ^ 1^ <i«!fliry««r<iq.«p«i»iT 

ai|«ifdj#^^is M^’nni^^s iir4«w(V*iX« ProrRngiwnP'W'WT” 

gfg?iT*nw*r arifwn? i 5Epfi«w h’t i ^ 

^T^i 3 ph»jt g S imwfi pKtwW w«ni«m<ii!i.i *wn. 
ifKratt Prerwwf gi ’g p i «t %^ wwvg »i wM^wwii 

?m «n?p?rwa»Ts ^’*it tr *i%t41toiit- 

«^^^♦^J^'ll(i|«^Rl^IP^P^ irvf wwwiPitwiStgfflg Pwft 

gWinPgmnwi^ ^i^tgwnrwftwij iR^gmiviPr froiw ^jin. 
OTifHinf^Pr I 

iTOiiiT Pn?wi,i 'dni4’Pig«i^juiim^ ikiwb i ftiww- 
^’wwrPt ftpaifMWP^ftPr Mw^tn^wnr ffwwififtwPVP w ^- 
f^aiminv^i 

rii n^wi« ^Pr grfPww*iflwn%SPi i HTfPwm- 



Sec. 24.] 






?w?T?r fii g^wi^MuR w 

w^rrfJiaiT n^araw i 

24. few i ii ?t ^ ^ro- 

3wwrfliii*i^«i^lej( ftwJTt ^rp*p i ^ ^tsnns^Rwnil' 

w^t^i^srenHTff 5 Sra^nneTf i 

?r^ fwTJnn^TOTnj i fsw^ v^i^iiti: 

frawret t«wniw^ i ^ ^^^^TtT! 

JBTet w«nei^<miT ^wnwi^i ftww icfir fwnrs 

«Rr ftwwTJ«?f?r i ^ ^ e^rrc’ir ^iw faro? l aRr?irt ^- 


eft JiT^TOifflfii I awararfiif?! froean^aRifTat sitto fiiamf- 

iTO^ wr^HTJf i ajif^ sqi^JT ^ifft yrrir- 

sR fiww^saia^T^s ^wnef^wii^ I. «r arawfiiajwifiiw?ia%ini i 

^w^^nfwar I ^ frowr^erg fxRi^ i fiwr- 

R^t^ ai iit |if e^meie«ei ^caantir *n«!f«« irtwRiwa ^mniisw- 
MnwiaLar ar etw i ?fhi5hsfir i ftyraw? fM<j%%f?r i 

5 ftaft: sRPjft: ftwarfawnpRitT- 

?qif^5e ^wrai^^i ^jrawTJiwii.ar atp§: i eajr ai fijig: i fwftwwr 
fi wNiie* i ntt<<ime fawipi^gftfn i ?iftwnf fiwir jz^w 

e*MRm ai%q.i amiHei a^ HLieiffl iq iRMi wui a aia w i 

^apRli ijslsij 

ftw I i^%T f^wnnwi^am! mHfJRf^aPwpr: »r 

WJ?t I fawipw ^jj^fawurer Migwifllsa)*! i 

ftwrhRai efiinfsw e«[ft fwiiwlai anr ftwlpf fJniT 

«jaa«m^wii.i ftwB5P5r e<nal4<^w^ ^ iroaf 'n 

^ I IWT ifiVKa»(imnMn irof^wn:- 

wTq.1 ar ^ arf fiMW ^ «nwt art ai%iTO« I aw*q^%5rtr- 
% I aiar wiRq ye5tTi Ke. >T i 

3r 5 firwir. Pnir aNrep 5 wir fiwnft ^ awwtW 

vimv^atiT I nr ^ ^ fwm ar w am %*r fiwr i 

• fi i a^f ag l%li % iantfiiP?w*r izifl^ ftw3wm^5>enp«SraT! ^- 
iT?seT» iwrog^ eii<l ei4ai4ni(^ie«iePiidfkeTii.% aranrai www arc- 

^vert anmw i vtm nHmnn 
firf^ftmn.1 ^ nfirnnt gni< e ai yiRtm i eiv ftnn- 





[Cliap. II. Pt. I. 


5 iwpirc« I w ?a 4 «jreT<.«ra!r n g 

I ?nHiinT*nipn»^ f?wtft?iTfiiRwir«^ 
Pwnihitnmrer Ownr: i ?w^jipwrf?r i jufir- 

^rawiif« ?T 5 ?qiitiTO%j?n 3 r*a^ ^nurtaf 5 wfjwsrigiftflre^- 
wirnp ftawPTs ^wnRw«W5.«ra irf^l fw- 

^ Kf?r i^rasr ’iftnpr i 

I i«aTfi.snirarm 5 «HiW«*iif![»rai»T 1 
^T fTOH[ 3 |^rfVBI^ 5 *I«m inniT I 

?ifa^??nt ^TPr ^ir^rw Iro 

OTTwwraifiRw^raij^5?cnffii'nwf^T^tTiRT^^?inr *ni*i- 

25 . 4 i«i 4 «Hi «n^ ftwJiMiKWTif I tr 5 %^- 

a i i^gwan ; | TpraiTf^«KW3iT Pt^anw ^wfjur ffir | 
f«wt i ?iW urBwjjfflnifTOnHnST ^ 

^^fspipr lEfff I i fra ^ 

w^T ffr ^BRJBTflTsrra ?W ^ i r uw ^ iicra: Tff^nrai i 

«?5UPl.i t«^^?nftr 1 

HT^ ^ ^%F<i ^ ^sraiJi icfi 

*raT 'tf iirarapj ?irap5n^ arrap ?rara*i nhfl’ »iT?ra- 
I wro: ^ jtb 

xwv I ^rrararf^! ^ r^q if^g 5 n:en*if «^ff«finirTfraTfei^w ?nnB- 
v!^ ira»nsw^raronnlra in*nS: 1 ^ig%$’«HnrT: w 1 ^^Rrawfi 
wira*T ^rarasrgfinit v w w* k«^ 1 TjfirawT^- 

nn^t^r ?w? W*rp|i'mr’ ^ ^ 1 a8 ; w i ii win ^^Riraftfr 1 
ifer 8 Et 4 ^>Titra I crar ^ ’graiq. aim q^«rwra- 

fRpwiftg 9iwT iiwim 8^ tow 

I Ja.^j ^ o ’r iwTOWnraeit^ rat ^raRftir^’arwnn l 

irgftr ^Tirfiraq^ ftsn^wtm* y< i^fq ? n^w fisJm sjTSTut 
fif^ra ?ra I ?raT ^ 1 i|!*rarf*f ftfrt frauro 1 

yfliTw *i*iwwj ^ra*wT*rrf*f ij?nirauiwi*i*rar ^ 1 

VhsTOt «jfb | ir(U««l4l Jii,qWT^ T a i P l <<mwq T» q T 

»»ptTO unwNfwii ■niftwT ^^rarart urapoi^ <twr tRr 1 



Sec. 25.] 


i 1w^ i sra*n« ^ 

JifiWTpI I 

irarfir q f<4 t q wt 

flr*Tnn(iwMijqMH%q i farai^ in qroni^ i 

^qrqncfwn^TOqrirt qiqquifqq i ^unc? wtot i qtrwi^ ^rvirpnfinfin 

5^8 qtJintsTO icRf I qjTJnr ^ ??[m *iq4iufliqq%^ 

^gUPli ingW^JTmflfq I qiTqTs ^jarratqrs 

^ qrarer%TS5^ww?r^ fqqfhcra^^ x «i*fitsi ^qn 

ipg »»yiT ^iaq<ig^Pt« TO- q «nR<«i^f i > ' »i i 
^rf^raT5?n I W%iari?N[tmm qw 

^tWT qftqt«j ?r^i ^ ftinTJi 3rfT«T Pifwi S iq l ^igtri'w^ 

i5if*raT5«i» i Ttftpr i 

iwNripintt ^ultqi^^qiO i fl^«qqjj«q<t5(Mqi(X<i^niqq*rat qw- 
qi«rcq WT^wqrrih^qjT^flRsr ^Nt ^ 

in^P%9rewtiiwq5. iinr»*r qjpq^ q*in*n«Piflni€^ 
^^qwtwifJnefiT d[qnf^ I PrR» ^sf^rarar^r apnpqw l 

Wtqn?wre^ I *iqiii!j^iq^ii3^- 

^gtii OTqp[.ft wTir*r*H^ i 

^c?nrt|5|^jjp»)ti?inimw qqiw- 

3a?!iM^^iuJ4Piqwii if^EsiT I q*renrf 

f^TOW I 

■qper 5 w !qw. wt^iw i ^ ^ ’roreq’ 

qrfqt^nif qif[qBTqra^i*TO*n^ ^•iraqnS* i i Pwite- 

qCTH^ fqw qi iratq*nqj.i ^ qrfqjiy* ^ fWRwnwr 
ernlT Prai^- qr i 

^^qigirn^ ^?F^j ^ qr ii*!i4^^i5M<.»ii*(g'qH*rerq»irwu- 
fim na « B <>n I ?nir ^ 1 f^qrt^ ^pwqnj^slqi^sg’r-, 

qi:!§® ?iT jjfts Wife I r«aiiRiM^qi^ qijr^*iq«jwiTOTi*ii 

%q%»r HT^ ft« t < n(« T wqnt i q[«Bgqc qp^ypcqs i 

i:^ I I ipaft ^ w^n 

T!9ift*iT fttrawii* i 





[Chap. II. Pi. II. 


*reifir ictrarnn^HniiRT «tnfii irfiwTfiinwJpTOifhfcfK- 

ftwT ^if^TfrjaTJfTnm *«TJnrfJraHT?i.i ^ I .SI sferanr- 

^srr t!rf^snfr5?iTsr^ I sng^ fTO?[^n*^fsraT«%iii^i s^ 

sNrafii sfurs ifh 

^rosTT I 35pat 

^T%T sf sj^^Auririfin waii^t m^fii i <i if?r i 

sj^ I I si^*TO f>WT 

sisf ^jrfiifir »T5^sRI sifhnegtf7'^(4^4iANn(«4f«{fd ^rftj- 
^iraiTs I 1 x^s?®i^wp^ 1 

wiswHaTqifl«i<i«iawM^wi5mfl*j««r«»^«»?w^Ts ^^qf^sriwin i 

wR.41<iJii<5iMsiMUw«i ^ ^T?nm%sPnn^Tsiwwr^«r ajstot wt i 


PART II. 

. 1 . fwTusffTOit ^ sij^srif I ^ vm- 

fWfs I ^fwiTRW I ^srafs ^ ^a n si w 

?n I JZ% R^R jjjBsna Ryit i Rtrtfis R^Risniir <RT«iTORRRr 

sms I mtmmt wsit srr Rnms i sOT*'RraT fimr m sf « 

smmfs 1 intern sn»*it f*milsrs «f^*is ssrru^msr wis i ssmimr 5 
Rrjim% ^s ^rtnnp 1 %iCTPriw%?i,i?r. t 

2. «R5BT wf^RT^rer arms ^ tf«i ftm- 

^ 1 snma^ %TRami m <t%r ' Ha i MiJjj j ipi[l)m<fsn R ^%»ci*H- 
«mif«[fR sRsrsrsifsnhwji sf 1 i n RtRif^a ?mt ?r 

sf r 4 Pi «4 iR iwcwwmsnflmA^wiwii' s)^H} m s<^TOii R s»i*iiiiR 1 

iRn^R^i^mw awRirnpi Rwn^tawRiR Rrmwim* 
amjw^i 

awsm sms I arsyrmt mmsamt R m g wm ^R sis^i thsismi fMir- 
^Ismys ireisnjfRmriti stftwt^sPr 1 imw ^sn^rcis Rra^smiftm 
RT^R ^‘s^ami^iARs Rsrsr Rf?r 1 ftsigs ifq 1 am lyw ^ «mf% ri^ 
RNwrrar^WTf^ RTRSHSW RIW rIr I RIR RRRR^ifq RI^R 
Wif RinamR<niiq» n ^U»RRi RT*iRinRn?s 1 1 ssRir^RiRt Rpnsliirt 

RWimif*^ ftr RS I RIST SET RRTRS fM(RRLI RORRESRs | 

Rwit mwrfR fprt RRsS iiR^ fRtsiW sr^iPTOSRms Ri^RTmftRm^- 

R^^ R tOl ^ s I ^ T RlRRt I fmillRt RS^RTRt RniWlftR^RSf fR* 



^’st«tT*nftr ^ ^ w:?* spt*!. i aw jjtt?: gg ft«ganj^ i 

^ wf»nf 3rT?i% i v(m ^ tfJr sj>a[: 

q«irawj% WRS^^sJTftr icfeT I 

3lT4iic*niwwm^i*i5‘<*y^T^<i^ fwnsran;. I 

Oirat W IIT3>S«^T *f ufcliqwt m ’^m^TrrPl 
HT sr «?cft(«ro wspirrocfff i mfbn^stgwJii ««rwr^ 

f?3rer tw 3STTO I 

®i 5 inr^Rw^ t«?n5i w i ^Rm urn- 

3. ^fw«iTs 5jr ?rjt:,i ?i^nf #nii ^rfire: i 

t I fi5^5^ f^lW «i%?- 

I ^ g fww^ firesi^' 

^ ^ramfii! I ^ ^w?nrr?r i %wt?i 

?j$ ^RiR ift?>T?WT WHfwafhar n ^ nf^rai ^wigsra: 

I ^raft«Tftr?f^T?iT»»Pf Rgaratftfer f^am- 

**• >J ■ ^ 

?iT^o?rt PuffMsar I Joct^sPf I ft^T^%gf^RTw*nT(*i^ w^nir- 

wfflf^ 1 n sp^i^OTsPr i 

g ?iT «iRT I arnrtftRR^HR ^ fi^f^ i 

srpwR'JRT fi(^ ?rcra ^ i ^ fiwft ?t ^fn f?r€^T g 

I fiRreRRJWTJi ^ ’B^fT « »»g* I ftne 

Ora^cqf^rar^cr: i Prg«^T^#pg ftrgs fqgtVOr n 

«(|araT ifH | 

siransft <iRT«^?g^rajRfnfti Pi^?j^wifl«!Mrti'nr*i«( 
?Rsrt firaRPCT I ^ftre: I >5^: 

4. ?iT^Rnning i 1 3»pfRai^ 

^ w?r JcftT aiR^wtjfir I ?r 

I ^fsra«^x^T i[(i^TCfra^jn 

Bgcfq I fiRPjwng. 41 sit§ i mfti*iT 



«e 




[Oiap. II. Pt. II. 


#l«r »nf% ^iiw ^srotw i inr at 

41a i ^*fN ?rsT «fii 

^ ^Rfir ?i « ^ I ^ «|I4«UI«I«- 


Kpwf*! ^5inc» 

xinp«ig»i^fnMtf?r ?rej ^Nw ?iTl«arsww i 

wfir I trer ^ w: I i ttPu^sn 

^ I f^rf^j*rr ^rni* i 

w w’lfw^ <;^ T <,M«*i iRT^ ^uf<*n ^sigui^ CRT ^if^nraR 
?R«TO^ I TRIIIT^ W I ’fli^R^sitWERITJr I THB^ 

^arrwT ^s ii^' ^ F«i» ?^ qtf g I *w»raw^H»ifi<fiRra ^ 
ii<^i4(U^cMi^^ jR^Rrffl^ncq *Rfq 1 liT% qvis^ Sl'^nf^^i 
■^'q4d T fi » «n qrf qrfMqjram qjn»intqqfR*nqqf?i 

iraiwRift ’^'qyifflqqcq ?r5?*w qi^ isgsr *fq 1 

crq I WWi I 

#qw qtfqrarr^ qn^^nqiN '^’qrrf«qn*q^ ^qsr 
qrt^s^! 1 qpncq ^Rift q(^q*B*ngqwtin^sr*i^ ft^iifH- 
qrts^Tqrwqrfq flRT^qc^nKcrar^qiws 1 1 ^q«rs '^qsiraw 

wrtqi'flHlqi qr 1 qRqfWErfWnnqqt ’^qsRRSRi^iPiqiqT i^qqjpinTO! 1 


qtjfjq* ^qv^ f in g ifq qx 1 wtin^xftqiiq^qiqq: 1 5 r^t qifinijt qr 
qnfh^ qr qarfiwrqi^i 

pj^wiqi qnt^ntfqqq q%«rTqT**n* 1 q?iT Oq^q qpqiqr qiqr qw 

qfcP I qifl^q fqqi^q fq^l fq^q ^qc qfq qqq ft^tnrtqfqqi 
^qiqnqq^ fqqpiqRiJ^i twiPi^rra^ inqq q fqfqi w w i qqif^ 1 
^qqrqr fiPwiqi ftswr qnqqjJ^qjqr 1 B^ifqjqiftaqiqiT ^aqnqqq qft- 

qj 3 r I ftqqiqt Pignw WTWT qpqxlT fqftt I qqigqn«^ 5 q q fq^q 

qra^tfiri xm iRftqqifq^ wi^M-qs® fqq*wft qpjitq «qs 1 qiqif^ 
fqqqr qi^t fq^rawr fVqtPifw 1 Piqw^i w ^5 ^qiq- 

q^l 5 hqif^q fii^i if^ q fqqrqfqqipifrqqT^ 
yp I qrf ftqfi fqqfss tqqftq: 1 q^qiTqwfq $i#r qisq 

qiirafHi qr q^feqi^qwq q.xqtqqqq» ^T I qwiqt rqf q[l%Tq- 
fq^s I qqs TO?q %T %rqiqn?tqqfqqri fw^l ft%Tqq?qqqir 5 qi 
«wq qPr 1 



Sec. 4.] 




^ 3!^^ I g »WIT ^*iRIMf<W 1 

*r 3 I <TOT5qf«nrswl% 

I icflt *iRrt JRTBsnOi nl^r- 

w*i^i ^WRPr I 

f«i'^ » tign q ^ t i ipqfir 

*iyP»< q w T nfir 3T qr qf?mrcrs i wr *tiifiqtqfd(q<jnm^fa q tti<atK Tai- 
fqrqrwrRqwnqrei wra sn3TO»m: i ^reift a ^ wi t uqt*^ ?Rjvjt- 
»j?ra?iqTrt?Ew^ i qawplftpiTt yi3imi^q«n*<«<^K^l 

fqqTTK^^sqrqsT^ 3^sPf qsncfqiftfifti«c^ ’bt 

tqqTB! fq>q% I qm fq^l3lf«l5i.fil Ptfq^ciqi ^sRT^icITfqqTq^iI 

^TOTORT qi i qrqr m bt’st- 

qk^«l 15^ "ElfB qqqT! qf?f! qf?RWqjq5fqqT?wq®lTfMra1^! qWt 

r*i%^ I sr 'B fqtTf<raf?ift5WTf^qratn[q i 

fqqRiPEw^^i sitif f?mrat ft^inRrw ww q i'^i *r 

Bwqfs I 

Prafppt f^raqifN^ q ^'«WMR q|f«- 

BtlT qr Bgtw I mtm q*qwiqsl: *SW I B g 

qunft g» tq \<q«i^ ^ qw fM«T ^JlqqRf qw*troraqqi fqftri i 
qjnStquRqtiB bjpbt Praqt irqi^iRift i ^ w qqjq^W qnf'*^ bjh- 
'nwLi qi%qnR qrwifw gwroreRiftwB i Rq Jrarfq fqqwT««m 
giqrepflfqjj^l wR qrwt ^ qRftWT I 

qm % JTO^iftw I qiq »ti %TqraT 5 ^ »raTCBfqq^ 1 Rsqtqqi- 
ihRr qf?i%tqnq( ftqq icR ^qi^fq pqRncRinq' Rsqifirarag^sqrc- 
qjRftstqi^l q^ qrailqr qqiT qrqqqiTftqqft^TW 

q**wqinqi*l.i qpR tVm^^wwiRqr 1 ^tot R«ifwR*it ^FsqqRt ^sRi- 

qqxB I 33[!l|di UBq i«4j«f(jft%qi vnRfq fqwt*raft qfifqqr^ I 

«Ri*iWl I ^qq.ireqi qrfroRqqqnqqf*! 1 qqRi'qRiqBKni.i qf?iq?f 
qrqr qw irflr qi qn^?nci%q 1 

q« qiJljRT qr qRnriBqRaq qRRjroRqiqtJRB qfH 
f»miifl<iii;q>5qjBi5qOTTf5TOTqqiqq? ^qs I q^n wi- 





[Clmp. 11. Pt. II. 


^ ^ ^ ^ ^ *v - *s^ 

I fWTOTini I 

*nnop I TrPwtT^?i% *11^ i fl^M<*i 

i»R»pRI% l|<ta | Wl < Bt«^ I. ^BTOTOTJ I 5R^' 

»nft in i ir^ wiflp^ ^ g ir iw ftr f%iw« i 

mlirt I iflirft ?ni«nimnp^«iWT«L i 

I in^ ^ ni g w ! ;^^i gn^ ii.n* i r w <imt i ilwgim- 

i[flig: nmn ira^ nirflr I 

^WnreiTw iiwHinft^ % i 

iftirfii ir^ *j'^*iiass l ^ %gi.i9ra*wi<i^ fHnrr 

icw^. I ^ g I M^f*.«iift*i«j«*n«*<^«('fliiK«!ii- 

iRiPr innfir ir ^fi r giL ? ctst % gi:gw>iwig 

jfvfiifq ISrInn fJnsftsiTBrem ^n^Tnntp ^ fWl" umn^^s i 

qr ^ f ii; T i.i ir y (il ^ g. i ij^fisg. %tw i 

^ I ^uTunufir 

w?! I f%#i WTf? I I %fijsi^ ’^fir- 

(Hrf^ I i 

urt^iPri iinguiww ftufMl tnnti ’ftfuiK^SlvinKg- ’ 

WWTHII5 1 I ftfiigj finipcm ^ fire fini 'tf 

I ^rare firers n^r ^ flif g^rftfir « ir^rr fi^fifUTn^nfirai- 
■ R ^ i iT g . I ^ ’53’ I ’n^i ^ ^nfira^ re i ^siTgunre ^ 

^r ’i^srs firfirre frefNre <%afii rerewwnwfii n 

ng: I ireraisf! inffiire ^Btirre rerfreire re i reiiu^r firawnt 

l^i 8 

sSl?fd ^^fir reTunfreifinosg^T?re^ niifittif gi^- 
i*nS^ fij^s «Pw I g g^re%^ l 

ure 'n re^T firfirat f^finsup ^fiw!fi?CTre i 
5. *32% ;3tqre aiRTjqrerairefrefi^ fiwtffir. '«Nwfii*ft 
g^T nm g^s i ngs i 3z% i?re »r tr rei^ w w i h 3z% gc 

3i3i8wre? re®ws I ii^*nfi[ I greifiniwRi^rerei^ifi ^wiwre- 



Sec. 6.] 


I 

6. ^IT^ »^^Wl*<Mr<rf|*IT*lt ^raiBlWHWt ^ in?IWT?%T W ^ 
’^RJT w I ijftjffterrapg sipIt g Jicais i iroir w i 
’^RiT g I H ^fT#r 

t v.?i'4i^<Mf<«ldT?it fjROZTraf^TOt ^iwrrcar: ’w^t y( 
»i(?iur?g<f Tips I 

wm^'^uSH ^rar«nrf¥?3<f ^rr «ira: 

’Brain*! ftrgj/^ i wt nn%s w btt ^t*i% • *np c^ ^ Ji ( i i 

*frara I ^fi^t*w Br%icraf jy»i*jf *w rarra^ i ilrat %rcr firai ^ 
wanpos ^ jfH B ^flrv<rai*ii ^ra55p|^fqgK% raw^ *in’ ^ wfl fiw : g * ^ i 
*raR ^ ^ l[fH fiTOf 1 *IT*j?rara^if*I I ton i^«i- 

*5tft %rc*T f%iirt<T ufciinf^ I w*iTft %reft«5al *i iiigTOTOf*! I rar 

g finrrertrerar *raigBT*ng<<nreif^ *Trcn*nig%TsiaiaraT*fRT %i^^fli 
rara^ WJT I BTift *PRfBT *r ranwroFnw^ l *roT Bifir f% ra *qm«<vdi~ 
^ i*iWMf>:*fftd T* n ^ 5iw ?irT g , d^g« m%w*^4 ra *i, i *r rat «i[* qw«< 8 rannror- 
rant(ftwR*nOT?i.i dra i(«in ra <n*ar4‘ i H«n w ig .i 

»n» i ra Ot ^ * ^tfq gjBWw *ira i ^^didwlmiPi m.^<fraw««ra»nfd f^- 
?w?iT i ;^dJa,di^ni * T^* i fi wt*nf*stra rara *i uf?rerf^8 1 ^ wrawr- 
%nnif% *raffH rara*n:s5q*iw *i ^^ n w *i nL^dra* ^ 

I rafare^ raras i ti^s rar 

*in5fl%T niwww *[raT w^tranr i rarana^iT^frar i raijrai 
w Hra f*r*%r d’ssiras i **raTn^*r wfrro i 

*rRra^ra*i.i ramrafiwiT *»« ^*ftgBJn»rasi wirarwrowi^fW 
aiuira^wgiftf I apEfraj?TW*ifJwrt *ngiwj'$'(!?rat%Traw* 

ararrtlnffirj 

ram i njwwTOBira *ni%?5r rafiroRrarat rara*n*rt Bi4raT 

raTra*?ra!T ra^f rararararofrararawJil %i^s ^pw raftrar^T^ rafif^irat 
anm^irarai f »raiwira* nwTrai m4iw*!g [gi ra t *r. <iiraraig<raflra»n*ra*i«*i.i 
raj^raiinO<(«r *fTCn[rara^ ra'nnra*irarai^ ^mraftrarwW^ *i^i»«n*i«*iijf' 
ftra iwm^iraiti ir g raraSrar^i gwt^igi rai?«i*f 
»raRirh«nNnramTg. i f«ig» rap^rar rawnurawnram qn^trararara^^sr rarc^- 
W H > 0m< > ra gftraiTO rar ^*nwTg.i «|rapiwi ^ g g yig^ nf wmw- 





[Chap. II. Pt. II. 


I I lit fn1^nn'swTHft*mnR»rr 

WT *(ftwniTOJW^nf*wnfs I %T^*r fiwr- 

^ I '•pnw fug^m^g tfi furnwfWTOwr I fwwi ' H » w< i> <i 

Preroijtrareinjpm^* I* ^r^wnwpfrwr^i 

%ll3^U«WWlfh(5l 1 «ur<«ll4fii BP I B 5 I ^WTHfJlBrf- 
WIBBTBT^ BT»5p I WB.B 3Z% vlWlfi' 5 Nt- 

4|lfl I 

fBBTBWrilB 1 J^BW I BJBBBmBTBT BJBTBt 

BT BIB f^fli*l.| BB: I Bl 5 BWT HftaiBJT fBBBT BT Bl^h^BT I BfBTB%- 
«3Bi|m Br B^B»^ I I nftw ^ 

Bflwil BBHBiIbII^T BIBT B<Bt l tB t B<H4j< Bf! I BftTSf^l 

8. BTBT JTBTBIBT fijBT BT BBBI^ W5? BBI BBiBft I BBT ^ 
By I BTBT fjRTT BT BBTBt BB^ ^BBTtrf^ | BIBB Blfh^W B 
BTbB*. « BBB^I^Bsrprf^ BT3! BiBBTB: | BTBTfBB^ BBB fB|^ 
BTI BPraftBrfaBtT^TBBB|B*J,| BIBB BI^ 1 tftfBByRMB 

fl5BTlB#BBWll 

BBP BBBf B ^ B Bf^RTTBIs I BBT ^ BftPSs 1 ^BBtf^lBUBBs 
ywt BTBT tB B f B f B B B^iil Bl BBTBfBBtBBftWTitg B TB lflTB^ TOBB: I 
B^ g B ^Bl B rfhj g ^BlBl I B BBITBTB T^BIB 3 B^lt WBlfH- 


F»rjaLmh.iui^ikif4aBi 


BIB fiaBP BT^ft Bt^ t»B- 

BBT WP fsfMBTt B BBBtBIT»Bm BI^BBI WBBIB l<5BB<fllBITBBnBB- 
BBB l **BI^4jBBB^BB»<llH 1 BlU11t!'? | s | B BBBBBTBTBBI^B BI^ B|TB- 
■ » BlWBI B tnfelB*l%: B|3§BTBBIBIWT^B BTBRII BBBBit ^B- 

BTftBTBBTBT BI BIB TBT g T q T BTb BT^BT^ B BfhTDlftgfB^ BBT Bt 
BfhBBfB I BIsIlBlt BBtl^B I ^BT I B»ItBIT^ 

BTB ^BB^t^cfB ^BBTIBBTIT^ fBBT BTUBT 

3Bt B %m I BbSTT^ BB Br«§BI BB fWr: l B BT^^ BB 

w* BBJT BlPr bPt BTWT W^BfhWBltBBtT B BtlTOTTII 

BfiTBTBTBIBM B^^BW I yTBTB^B^.1 

BB1%SV BT»I OlBTBJBIWpIBfttBI^ BT^- 


Secs. 9, 10.] 




8<. 


Wfj p nrc ^fW^f «T*WT »r 

««v e ^ 

uniT^^wRrra! i 

wf g I ^ ^ wi'fer wrfa 

I w*snJT ^wf^araiswftwi i 

ginfftrcfq «R^'’rfb<«j- 

^(jft gftfa?: ^ 

fWt I 


sg% <« qy< Hj^i%rf q »r I sna^n^si q^ wqfq 

snqq Tfa i gw^qrc^ i^jwfwipngi 

s tta ^ay w af^l^airM ^i*na^iq w i^ qtq ^4<j5^q ’ q'^ife5 y i qmq?r 
q y n n ^iu iftsPr ^«g’qirfat«rfflr!fqw qr 

f«W¥R wifir I 

yqqftqTprar^^e i gn«rf?rarft«Pi. q*|qnrq ^rsrfjf ^T%«r 
an?[ 3FW qrT^f«rfM3lwrsg:?sT5Mq qsgqrfiwre^tq q fa g^i f^f q qfit- 


qrhiP I qig^sT^Rfirar^ ^iMiqrflraa^ qfaw- 1 qq ^ B la if<i :« iPt i 
wn»Piiwmg,i qt^cn^ m<f 

^firfwnTfsiftqni qratlrire?rq qrf^nnansrjftwifir qra' ^<!.qq>[i. 
iffir qiranran I qp^% ’■fhqir ^prfirq 4giia^n(ieiq7t 

ri mgmvmfft^fh Tf qftreq^snRftw fVfew i 

q im ta i*<«ifiiqwnrsiifa*i»qq[ !3!q$ ^prfijq qre»ncij1q?lq 
^ifq ftf wrjqft w^qrfiwra «fq i 

9. iil?ro q^^q»qi ifH I ?n«rt 5RTmflBWt nr^T wqqqwt 
fcnr qr ^qBRrqwqnnEW qq: i qqtg^ q«^fw qiiq^^q i 

qrai^t^rfsngqqNnqi^qoqq i «m i flxmft- 

^raq^fWTiti « qrtaqi: q re »[t jqre«VM^P» i qgg»s TOt- 

^ qiw¥iq q g qi«is«qsi ipr qiqia)^r*<4qi%q fttram^ i 
qtqiq^TsPr I »!nnrM^Tqqii«(]^iiqjaqqq qr ^otsh^ jzgi5t qr iflnqj 
qfir I 


10. ufqq^ gqiPSqT qnJ qq^qTt^qu'qrftqr sllw w % 
gqt «Wlr q» iww q^twfs qr gqi% | waTfuqOjqlq^g^ l q<55i%q?qi:- 
^wiaqr iN gq]«RfgHqqswg.i swPwqrfq i q?q>i qqgmrat to- 
^iqftqwj H^g»^ qrfti*ro to* qiq;|^i 

qgAqt TOppr^ wW qi I 





[Chap. II. Pt. 11. 


11. wt- 

^iimsnh »naTfii»f 4 ^^<«ii«it wiwr ^ « 53^ i atrr 

'n I flicuPiaPcfl^T ij«?TOT ?T ^iFwpf «Hw%«ro 

^pja^rng irigjj Tf?r « 

*n?iifiia»flwrnfs 1 

12. TO? fig^r CTf<4 r| fli a ^ral aifwapfreit 

Ilft^tWTSItyf ftjp IITHS Pf4|5lW ICiTO f*WRf ^<^1. 1 

f«i«Rw^wrarw »ran:s i « i ?Ef i ?wt ^ 

»w I ?n jrfj^jTl ^ la tj^Tc fi fu ^ i ?r hwt wfh 

Tfir n fa^flj i ?i%t5s ^hw i w afft«ira^ weir* 
5^5 5 turam^^ft I'^nm ffir ^ <t »i «nai r '«i^ ?) *ii | 

13. jnmfiRWfFRiffi %r yaipliii ^xinfiryt *jm 

?ifl5s ^^5 1 Wm I ?mT ft^icfit i ^nflrWiiTOr* f^nt 

^ »iftar«n V arfl^n i wfires i imflnp ini%Ti4 *)wirw»flrH- 

14. *r^ mwTOs ^?tT 5 v nftaflro ir %BSIr 

«ari«[^4 »rai fiwaiiin* 

^ ^ ? a3»^<iwwa rT iam : i ipwct an^ii >it « »Tf^ ^ 

gun I fM<m«w ^ *. w wni rf i i 

jTin ^ wjs I in^w ^wt « uninia wawin. 

mow if«T I wrei^sPji ft anniMau^AWl «iw« itfliwreiw 
^1 

16. inft?srr^ aW i airt 'a jjv i ^- 

fiwrtnnu. nfitfiifh^ i i 

5tnsnnT% n wgmHwftO iw ili Pi i^Pm ^i *rf|(«w 

ufflipi^ aiwsrnnii iroft* i *Swi 

iPjuT I ^RimrowrawKw ^| fl wn < r» « i 

^anfrc6T^Tww»I.i irof^n I ^n«4fiRT w^H^5f<if5it^n 
m - 1 iroww 3^ i i T«wwr fnw i * 

nfw wl?TOr ’ll I viqf^iiti % yn?j)iiTt fir i fionrNp wn. 
PwT* ^TOORwrori iw% wift awmSia wfiw i ^ 
awiRBjit tMlsRiipiroT I ^ ^ nnn^ ftOTt fw^ «(^.| 

?3nt 5 unrqwpit Pr# waawiui i 'iw qkiwtfl i wl it 



Sees. 16-18.] I H 

»wf*n I ^ i n 

Pnj«iT« w>wrr«ts i inncflWT ^w^jt^wotw i ^ngr ft 

tinirat* I i «T^»n5^ t»?iT*rt 

^ISRTOWntfir I ^fSSen: uaf »R«rfir I 3S?iTifff 

I IRTqtl!H.Cl<l4lll| lfvi_ ^ ICJflfir I 

16. g^ml ^reirfin^ ^K(«i 44^« ft^anli inr 

^WfhR? I fif48^t5W<^*ll ITO TO I TOTO rfir 

«wif*r I 

17. ftfir gf^miPTO ^rarrewr- 

iTO# »ig^iiTOf«r I wnirpg ^ g^sgpj|T*iTr i 

ftwjp ^ ftniT tRt t ^^rerfroPr i 

Pro ^ ii«fflffl<n I inpaiT vtwr o *r ^ 

gf^<M«ir ^ inrt g^ an% gfwg'^^ 

^«l*MTfiraT gw*l I ?r^ itHiwth. i to i ^tbwt ^ wt 

^ ^ ft^argro^*!^! iNt ^Jimarriw fro titapiftfJri 

gfw (t gTO?g^\ i^^wrn wrf^ i ^ 

^ ^nn n ^ ?»t g^: ?r % g^i gf%f- 

ang <t <a i tii g^wrfl wi^ii Tt ft^w irflr ji^xsi- 

Pwwre ai fi i fii Ti g ^ iwifimim w m . i gf'wtniT* gwrawnfiwmi afiif 
g^Hgunimgiw Bvr ^HPngf^wfiTOig^^nftr 1 TOft ®ihiwt*(miji.i 

18. qiTOirwfii g^Tttr «*l*TBrr*n|wT*tii tobwto 

<li<«i 5s?ii^ 'aiS^wnraiift 

«fir gTi«44va iift?iT^l’n^t|^RB5rf g^ftrowifarjirni. i g^ 

tnrffUTOP W I toot oraO^TW tJT^n^TTOTOPIT Ofif OmOTTO- 
OTOTW I TOJffT* ^ioTOTOtr^ TOOT^ 'OgotOTOTs I OW O Ol : Otrfto- 
girlTqiRi%TCT^»nloT^ g o ^g^hrronofiT fJggj i n e t^ig- 

OTOMTfho oanffs ojnotoooTO® i toost Pioj : I onnraiw on«!]o- 
gi^wiratripOiTt i (1 ioi(\.ooI«imiOio ofir i wo^oift 

oi^#it ^TTStwnfoworflto^ i on^toigt*iTWkoriTOi^^ fro- 
TOwromwii ^fwit TO«TO ofir orotgi to «TgTO*ni.i tot 
gv fto^j too* J ^ot^tottot^to mtoi^ TT^troliTfJr i 
toPI TOon<|oi«\ ^.giMOno^oimPirf ^ Ti ^g^fHfttvmtrtlor- 



WTCnWr^ 


[Chap. II. Ft. II. 




g ^ni^5c% i *W5*g srwg. 

wwms»iTgi ^St?:%T fTHsig. ^ fW %fir i 

^r*wi% ire%^Rn:s5i^ i wrawrlfw 

sfq arasiw I fwnf ^ t 

?nw5ini«raT ^ iRFiTOlitr- 

^Twwi% ^Ti^f^iTfewraiwIf 53<nnit to: 

fS|> *1^ g I itq? ?lftw II ^’’NnEm: 

f^c«rSTOTifcf I^S I «F5I 1 31^- 

ftw srsrfiig^ ^s i jfNftsqmjn fipijt 9^ ^ i 

TOts^ I w figgfH l gRfi i jtN- 

^TOflr^t^^*rttr TOlt% ti a4lTO*: w Mp<m^^' TO^TRaf wfti- 
«sr I ''igwnnsrprt isti^ irt% I wlrnf^- 

arrwTO^ anram^ xnro afasi^ to ?rataiTO?i ifff WTOf^iftw- 
vit aft anapcwff < ’ TO t ^a>wVfn^^a T ^tto 
anajiat i 


awTO ^aTO^TOTOTOWilTOwsiPii Ti^targ. ^sarorat TO- 
gwR^taift I arrow ft wnr* ^iftfta^i ^wftia: i roar^ roiror 
«»rot 5lT»TOaft 1 fttJT row to% roins^ roftig^i ro ^ ftwai^ig- 
alror ftsta?ft ar i %tsto ^rgarara wn^ TO*nii aWcfta^ 
i ror awaw ftroar irK^ft %*r» i tou^to- 
wnan^anwiftw ^aror aft^froaftnitftaroTft i roift aiwfttw 
rotroi a TOiwwirroroira w q^^ftft awaftmaro^ ftg- 

^fftpi: uiaiaigiiai^ft 1 %T.$TO wrganai^apftrft roi ^roro’flasro- 
wftft *<igaaia 1 awai ^ ar rowft q t aftmaa ft i 
roroiiHiiTOTTO*TOTg, ^roaiftW aftairoftr a'«^<«iift^aiaiPi 
a tafti^awm ^ aift i to arraft: i ^totop waro TO as arro^ 
fta:i ^rtlrni ftaftwnro TOPinqpi^aw TOig.i ftro™awi 
?i^FnifTO atiganroia i arciait ^roiw i aniro gftan^wnr i aroi^" 
TOW garw I a ^ g a w i wnaro^w ^nataftrjft row^* i ftwrf 
'Qa% ^froiTQip i «fta> TOroirif aigTOTCTOWi i 






[C!hap. II. Pt II. 


It 

Tirar^r^*w*jiiT* i 

I »r P*^<l ^ii .^1 inNtfv i 

€«itww ^t^wn^tncrir I 

^ I ii)^H%Tsqfnra ^ iit*n wiro i w«nit«pw 

I ^ I IJJ^t iJjSt ^ 

tiwft I iw^ wiWJ tnr fiiiifl: f(j^\ t^w^t 

»iy I ^«ren ^ii%Titrw i wn^ nitiii 

ftw^wrfjw I 

TOlRts I T«rtOTftv i(St*W WTt I 

ti«f f«3vt«qT: I ^«i%r jjff«n «tf|^n(iT ifM*n l 

gpr^: I ^ ^WU VTH • ?|3i % 

wNiP ^twwr *i ^ipn I OT*n iwr ^w ikjiv* ii%^i ^ 

%*iT^ ^irorot *i I 

I wmrirr ^ i fi^ % tiyir v\m 

<H H gC ^ I »(RTOfRfll % w 1 w 

^ tlTOTO if^T I I 

20. PwwHitw ^twW^s I 

«i^ twr Wp I ^ ^wn% m:!Mtivwrt5i«Bii ^ ftf^ «r 

^ *r ft uT ^^q nw t »^nay,1<v- 
W % lb4 T *»<H W l »l | <Jt«PI||<l^«lt« tr tns^« WtlT- 

4J1 1 MnAK I *.^*<1*1 wnit wi i wiwi nuiMHtm i 
^ ^ ^ IHUIH I^ fmpW W ^ Tf ^» I 

21. 3g?iT5^ «r iwfttiy w T Oi W J i ^TW ^^ \ 

iron *w« i»raft W5 mfiwi ^tpntn^nT- 

l|l|$9t I lift ftWW wrflijtft Hft HTJJtitift^ltlW ’WIT* 

wtiifts ^sitftT ftjwirtl ^Tngnw nwi^iwlni- 

*r ’TOU.l wftt tii4ii«it4isiim(% wtrftH- 

nH»i«iin4 ]t<t% I mil. ^gftn^EHniT ioiift>iT y t i ^ n ^ ^ w nc - 

vnftit %nfh)Tiftftiav^nftfiyn^;itr^^ftv^ %ft*wnntii tfwwft- 
^nm^i iinitiift4pimftni w*w '^ww^.i 



Sec. 2.] 




22 . uTvwi <n%T{flr ^r?>t >s^ 
n^i ^ ftjift jpjni iwrewfeirfirinii 

nt! 55 f ^f^nt I «T»ra« 

wi I i viH’' ’’BWJrnjw- 

I ^ «i»wti*ii<(j5f n «iflRwnti imifift 

w?liiiflfiiJiawflm'fi‘«.ti*i4ni ^ith.i ^twii(^ 

*inn*Hnnj*n 3 i > 1 ^ 15 ^ eiwfJnn^ ^ 

^ I 5 ^i^^sPr wn 

twm I 

23. sj^irwr^ ftanfJWT ’n^n^wms ^ 

w'winiire® ^[unTOirt' 


CHAPTER III. 


PART 1. 


I 


?w %ijR^ I «»TeR^nfiT 1 *r^ vhm 

V*|: fttUP I 1OTWW% | ^[1§R1^ 

^n§RS 5 » itm 1 

^ firft« ?ij 5 il«!*iiftMiIVww 5 ^ ^ ww* 

2. fsm BtR iniit wtM I Jwiln^r ftBira^ 1 
Birti^rm iipr tN bvi^biw 

BiBRSIlWI BI«WBRrftBTftairftBPBj 3 rtBlJWtr»P^BB'(hW JZ#^ 

IRT BI I iraiflBT 5 BT fW|B% 1 

B W BtT tVB I BR B 

BpS^ <IY(rBll<M(BiniBI%B B 9 M 4 lB^»«BIBlftll|l^ | fBBlI^l^B 
BBBliWB IBW IPIBB B^V^W^IbB J (IB^in BBIIBBBI^B »«XlB|- 
wn 1 ^PiRi4i mn^ncPi^ Hw wu I Xnp^ urmmfim* 
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I yaipiT n 5 ^jJfarr- 

ww[T I kiir<^l*iT?ii'yaiiiw*<w<ii ^rfsnfh^nH^wnt I firing 

flrf^ ^?r icwi* I «r ^ t% ai fw i[pr 

jrfhftifj I 






»nN*i*nf 3 rtti'^nr iisit- 

oRp I ^ wciT w fii % i ^ ‘ Ja?r 

?pn ^ *i ! t ?niflan[fir 1 ^j^^rnppw^: 11% ftpm 1 ii?^w w- 

iiqfirai WPi*wi w ^ g ?rraT!|. ir*m 

wwntf Wfi.f*n 8 1 

m?*r 4 iw^nti 1 ^pgrer 

OTifwfbSIflT I 

xi^rnrfeRT I s^fji %jr gjapqrsti 

wrerapsuiftruT^tWi, 1 ^s^I^ishi?!- 

^TPI_l ^si'JtW«t|iJ^r**jt <tiSl'^imr«l’^l«l.f^‘ II ITWlfiq^ 

I I ^CT^UPwfr I 

^tfW w^HJPRfwJrar HTOi«f wFy«mf<:^* wsttwww 

5B3 ^^Humq r ^ inir^ « 1 

WTswT%awTs^«^»ftiifs?*n 

ura^g , 

HTSIIT: WHTOIVlPliwni I 
I ?i«rnjT g«r ^ iz?w^’^f*r 1 

^ f¥^?w i Jinwi.p»«if^ B^ctrf^nr^<if^^inM(V^n.w «tif^- 

5 TT**ftaPn.i «wOTfii wtiorJ ^ ^ 


«rf»i wwTJpirer ^ 

f^wintr ii^apiRwraT^ ?fhsNnpnT^^tf^w»iT^ 


Mftwfi l ft ir^^TWTlWT I 


irtRnTOi^nnn.1 



wwwrq. ftffBir i »rjwwwwi»fK 

^ «wwm. ^nimnfir tmi 

ft5^ frrt^S^sPr 

UT^I 

3. iw id^^^<iiciii iflw*i*rw^rT*ii^lwtsPwj^ 5 

^rf Mi t *: fpT I Hit vt^ OTfit ^*r fwnftwjT i ft 

^T*nwif^npf fPi i ??rre*i3*nninft^nn- 

«T{wqiR3i.i 

*ipn^i JfitmnEtPreaT iiv«w^raftp>T i 

I ft? ullftai^ *itr^ ?ptT^ ?r 5 iT ?ift?trc; fti^? 
ftw H I anM wn??: %i^ iqifti ; pti? n mMa i mft???W I 

ifsrtft ipnwrwTOoiftntrc ?ii?t^ ^<niftpifT?ra??« i 

^ i w T? *i ?^ i >? I. ^ ftpfT I 

wSlmircii?nr?fT w?t i 

IT? ?iiT I WfiT ?raT?*wft:*npiftft^rTjr5ft?s^ 

?rwT*iT I !:??[ 

>TO?iftg?!5*iTini.^«?^ qft?^i ftwR??^ 

ft?w w?Tft?ftftft?T??ranwftft I 

tK?rtw ^ ^^ ? i ft? n jft ftwT w^«*r !i^|^ I n 5 ?^Sftar- 
^^w^*rnn?T*ift?raTft ji^ir 1 wt ^ ?i?t?t 5 fii?T?*ra^«jTftw- 
ftSt 5 I ^ I 

wit fii ?Nt ?Tft?m ? ?ftii^«wHiTOv t q% r ^ft^q i j^iq qnwro 

»ifi?i5MMw I *nft ^ilvnftwnftiT 1 ’^tviift- 

?iTft:*t ??RH?it?«iWld l^??WJTO^« I ?W» % 1^- 

?^«S?IWft JTO!?! ^I^^IWftftWfUJd^Hanry^llft?! WIT 

a ili ^?nn wm a i wiftmwn wNwfiw^ 

3z¥t^‘ I ?ranwTCw?T?.^iro?fwtro i 

?nw^ I ^ftrt ?riift?iw5 gwtwwi 

I minn?: ftw fp^s Tiftft?np«tna?ft i awftjftift ? wwit- 
ft?T I ftj^ ?n?innc(? '^?uK«#ir? i ???f ctqt- 

ftw ftg^??^fipff P r w [ ft ?T ftjwnft? 
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3 ^hiriPi I JTOT ’ll »iR^ I ^ miS45«ii«it iit^q^: ws'- f^rar* i PrPr- 
5 tSTO w:«3 ^ CT«:‘ • nfttjti ii^f^ Mg^i Pirm^ i 
nfllRiB^ ’'iw^ ftiwTO *n|s ftrais 1 ^tpiT^jn^ *iw^ 
PswT wsf^ winp I 

iniT I ftpirsi iwT i *r 

IIW ^4 ^IPtl *1^ ^Elfll ITOWW 

^ mPisj^^iOiiwiii. I wmw WT- 

^ ifIrHwr ^iPrwKT ^1 ^jnrc* ftiR$%wriflf 5 t g umcfw^Lfti M<nft- 
p i MHH t w8 i an nig » ni W T Ow T ^iqin^i > mfi i 3111 qira ufJr jiyiq^jqrqf- 
q i qfq t qifqq i t T i ufwviTpr »r 3 q iq i ft i i ig mP iai fimFi nip;- 
qiTpi I ii^iePipi^in^wq^piraw^ qqn’irocq isnq^sq>flTOqnr«piint- 
*nfq qqj^TiHi'mqki.«niuwi wqfinnqin^inrnftfH 
^ 3«TRraT ^? 3 :^tsn 4 i>? ww’fiTwqiinf^niCTiiiT iiffl$w* 
Ri«*n^ 4 s 1 iWf’Nwre^irats ^iSt^irraw ftrasuroi^ f q q i n ^ 
an^qrawsRri *1 ^i fira»nqT*nqT 

qiqiqurwu T : q:ir ii^iqi^iMWWT? ?i 4 fH qi^ni 1 qnwcqrenwmmPr* 
wik« 5 t<iraw».«iawi«iqiio^ qq»?fT3i If tr qwrw WT HW ift ^ imny- 
fqfwwi ^nfintncwqTJnir 
WKWif<*ii mq^ ?:qmqii ^ w m. 1 

"qRTOTSilfiWT^ l|*P[PR 3 II qpifilfWT fq^WTSlT- 

ftlTO! I IW ^WT^n qfsjpjWlfOTlItin qi^ 

*w^r i iw?tq » I < i qiq q ^ q iror qtRi^iwwru. 

i^^qqrflK: irqr ?|qrtflfq qilfliq^i*! TqqrqB^iBiiqTii^^roiqsfiTOqTH. I 

TOiTO mit i q i 4 ii!q«iw«wi3^q fl?qTrw3fq?ni.i 

ipiqnf|[nsOTt qjiqjwp^q qqjqnfii^ qiiqi ' 3 rqqn% 

*JT 3 r» ireip I %q qqrfq ^ww! irmw^s tpq q ^i diquwiqqi utwwqi- 
^qnfww gwwnq^ 3qq^mifq %r qiqwr^ q^3.qni[ qj^iqfsq qisiii- 
flpiwqqw «P 5 i w ^rqffrqs 1 ^vt 3fVpqt^flR3«ifqinpt 

qw iwffi mpf fq3^ qiw- 

fiifii irawn I iTOTyJftwqpUT qiann«l izurat trittm- 

fire »n33ffirc^iqTft qwjf^^nfpnr^iw xraii qiniqi asslfli^- 

qiH*rt^% I w iPfqrt 5 qr.«nJ- 
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i*nn ^ nprofte ii^ ^aj^^nro 
WinPw fdtT ftWW« » Wtwrfq 

ffir <i ii y ySi<i w ww wfir ^wfltr- 

?«re«wr*?nraT*Si^*rT«^ inmiT: 

<i*iP>«^iir*wn 3 Pra»rw »ig < i ^<Mft<^ T»n »n^ i i B « i »faPniwP i »^ 
m ?Rr ftnpi.1 ^wnc? *w 

»r I TT*ra*^w < na w(q ^si» i » g ^TO»W5«%»r^f^i5«rafH i 

iTO fit iniPi^«r« i ^»wfhrf 

Htrff nflPBj^rtarr iw vpsm ?3«rt i 

^wfiir I f^ «in«w »i fi^‘ i ^rq^i^*NmR:® 

5iPTOJfwwn7JT»w I ftt ^n.1 ««rR!»ni^i 

w<iwi 

Ownrfrap^h^s i v^re^a*nt5tR»g ^ ?iRfH »» iuni«i«^< i iixMpi^ 
nw% I iwtaFii^i 

4. ip^ Riprf^ffiT^’<ff«:qfhRTq%qiUl« 

HiTOiBfir qjrt^ ^fwR^itPr I ?JR I qgpRpJr r %to* 

Rlt R ’SjRflTs I «l€Kra ^ RWT y8IT^^% qWT I W ^ITOIT 
wSt ^flsrfir i r^rris qmT^qTq.i 

(^HWMRtiqiPipj* i wS!?p5i i 

^iwT% TOftRTC 

»rfw? I 

I w qwin<wil<< iR*n^ ^ wnn< *R*n% ft»y 

anpT »R*n% aronnfiT Mnonfir tR*n% ri*m ^ uhP< iR»tT% qag- 
nTfii *R*nt qifi«nnpT tR»n% fiwnnfir iR»n% « i ninPwfi< tR<n% 

muiT^ I q^gr^ qtPw qif^qt quftRt i q^q^ q^. 
*<w(liM«wnfti ni i ^ r JHqitit i iq r q ft twm^t i 

qiwrrq^sPri q?t qr ^i q q tfii q iM i qq»n% 3 

3ftpiT qfi^ci q^qiqr 1 

I qigqwq fqwt q?ft jf^q^iiRt wt 1 qq«n% ftut 
mm RWT gqni 1 

q$j^ qt^ y fa4 t qft q qqiOi<W l qftqrf ^ q <t ,| 

6. apiqf^nwfiir ftnnpr im yf UP^ I Vfn^iTRT- 

KRP qj I f)M%cq|iPf|4j< 1(^(1^ ^qq PPIT I 



<• [Chap. III. Pt. I, 

uwl4i£i^(H ?>?rat*n3Rnr i 

wrrfin ftw «ain: I ftiwwi f§w®*«T- 

ywrcmnfhimc ar g u?aim i 

wiiftiJii^ aiwT ?[ wwsTi^ qT g I »iprs§fq 'ar «wrat Rgjswrtt- 
^flfer ^ ^frtiRT^MflW'sVu^WTfWiT^fil^WfcT I 

Wlf^03?tl|3taiftr8WT asfh I ^l^<5T ’0a§T?i^ «rnSJlTfW!5RR*il% 
fJnt^ ^t5T5f wr fir^rarflit xiisqfNn: wrafn i 

^%T5fir I ^*wa’^ f%*jlrgs fl%TW! I g^BT Bift 

fiTTHur* fTiurfh an l ^Raot *iratt fliai Mn§r 'ifer a rawinffl f n i «4- 
^Jit^r^iinfHfirBTan: nfsur «na»raHi%5finBncnT^ i «Tnnp$- 
an^^?an«i ?r%i^anairtCTnin^r5ng.i 

snwtB^iftf I Pnn ’«tgi bt aprft 

irm WBT Ml Bfaig: wmPePr i finnftn imdirg insan n 

antTfir I 

6. arSlwrn^qf^ansptt a nr an^i rntyc. jcai i f%*rajr- 

?rf<f irfim i ^iPi^tot- 

fffJBTsg fs.ann^^nT^tauT! 

iphi^nfiiwn i af m ^mBR^aBinann^ wr anreaaw^aiai i n-an 
M a^n: I fqannHflaMsn fa:w**l%a:ai. ^ aTT*itf?aR?i ^5f ^ | 

ansHHia?! ^ ^ I a|f<?f|3T 

varrwn^M nanaigathi ^<^fwn^Tga|cre?i i 

«ngaRqra BSRfnfn f ^ai ai aji^^4<mM.im tt? trsiiT ^- 

nRr I awT ftwanMi^sPi i w^in\ awnipitart 5^g?in^%gf? i w- 
^ far«^ian wr a?arf«n a ^gn«<ca:i waap^i^St^arf i 

ahnagB^il:an*BTnii«wn:w ^ anagr ^ai|!n> arpn^n 
arfn^iPi I ftawSiwnwfw fh^nn ft,«ii^rtam5wf.i^rji nfhtwnptif- 
arfii^iJkWi acar ^n«.t5i i ^®%an^a5 1 nan ^ ^i^flrnro^T 

«inr^ f anc^iftnn>n^Pi%iiiTf5ntf%ar*nf^ ii4ap?fffr i %ifarn- 
arSnm ^nnarti faislTOT ^n^iftaas nfJfjanwtn 5n«t- 
*HXii aiM a( wai*wf«i^ iPad !*•< <.W annanw nareaapnnraraBTar^ 

ac^ ?R^«t aia^aain xfn ainBtf|iti4iia«iiMi4aiiB«iaiaiai4)a 

inv nmf^i ^«inm namf^vn^ %t 
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^Rrs ^mrowfii *nrRf%iwrnit 

»ifwrR: ^<i*iiit HareTHR} 

firosifil I cltiT I *ninT f^nr I 

*»*«3W9 «i iRf^^rnrafir 5ift$w 

•^Twt ^ gwiy^n-gfli I 

7. f«r^i^>J|5CT^^WT5«o»i^ I JT^^Pprc 5ErTOft* 

^WIl^MK»*iTjT II^TRWRIW I fsplTJT 1J7H1T fXiW*J*4*iy^ 14|<R- 

^ 1 JW%sj!<nPj?i^T*iT «9t*'d(ii^uiiei OTtfOTro 
^ wlysretT**ITttl fwt%TqsiT*ff- 

«iraiTOf%ii ^ ^tart qfjwmiT^T 

*r uasro^tiir i ?iit«rf«f az^ 7Tii«i<;ia.% irfH ^ra- 

«jro f*i5rnnfS’flJi#T^ iralTtrsi^iftwraj^ i ?n?ara i ^n*iwii«i^Pi«nffl- 

«9Tft ^wrnnre^^anfiT ^tTOW^ra^spei^raaiTci^ i ^*«wt 

15ra*a[«r icfer ^ ^arflr ir«i^ tn fiKj^ aB ing arpafir- 

aro.^sr^Twt WrT %TsPr yt-TW TW’i’ryyre^ y^5*RT??ii^ i 

5BW 3^5Wi^^ WT f%i^%fcT f|3| ft%jr- 

icar ysrew^TSijW5*iT tunmfjre# i 

?Ri^Tsr^%! i ^’RT'sarftarf^'^l^Taig^FrayT 
etWTOaj^% fHyT!n®nfl^yn’anytsRPn**i%n?^T3ft ar?i^ i[(lf 

^<1. af I ?l5r ^ faj^r ’OT?!! m w%f^ 
irar f^raraqr^awTOT r yan ^ j^^wywfxr f^^nifire:- 

I f^raanPi^irsi PiftjiWKMainiiw 

w^s afarawT apr ysnfymyRnn^TfiRr^T 

«ii fiWT fc ^8t ajanfeaiT *r<««n<aiyi*««>«PJTawTarTWt«iwftq«|tj^« 

I 

uirfaiftrH wf ^ f5r«m^«n3i i ypftyr*!. aS«wi*§T«it i wiinftr 

fii^ *«e^ifiq ti ^f4yi i >ifiyti>M^<) » a^ gq^g » f ^tqt TOTyyannajir aw 
y?5*iT wwrSlfti aafrow ararf^Pr WT *raft: ynfpwt 

aw arerarapraiw^Pt i ataatr^ sitw^ fpr i qaiKniqiq^i 

w*fCT I w’TOWPg ^ Mur: ar ?wit araPr a^ftf^ «iPrew aRw^fNr- 
a«m*iMWW Tat nta:^ q Piy i ft aR t . i »r ^ mii^arrayaiis yyif^ai^nf^ 
afw^ifiyura wi^ g^rennw aror CT»r»T <fhraw igif^ arwai. i ii^- 
lawwi^aac ^Wlfiw a q ia ^ q^<l^ T a. i P^TO »lRtl 
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im ibMW ini iq iT qil t q>fi< fjr qn^gr xrow- 

qqf*t«qkqi^**i5W i ^ qqsr qratwro^i. i 

vm qiiftw^%t*n(^»«qirqp>^wiii«'W: i ^qqquSi^Jwmfir 

w® qrfqr i q qqnifw q qrq^ i qqr ^wviPqqT- 
quviqqqrq 3p3ps^T^<qT%»q qinrf^fiiqqqTO^tTqfq qjqnq^tTCTqiinr- 
WR^I qtLiqnq q^ qiTf^K08)qTq«qr mq|f)nnfkf^qf;qiq^q 
qwqqq qqqraw qqiqi qjiPwqiqq fqq^ i q ^ qiwqqqr- 
qqqOTTOPwxHTTOw fqwp q 5 q*niqii %Tsfq fqtra: i 

q!«i5<«nrfqft 5 q*qfqPi^iqjnwiq»t I qwqq qq^l^ q ^!q- 
4niqP»}(^fq qnritqt I fqqmqrwsw i inirq ^n%T- 

5 ft qt vftftft ^iqqqqqi ^qiftjquifq^qar ftqr qqnn^fq?j qgqi- 
ftftrcft qqq ftft^W qtq|q«}q*iJ|<ii«ftqrnp I 

8. qjtqraqqqj i wuSwii^WM^irf qft wnPRiqi qs^ift 

«¥ift I qiftftiw’5 ^qqrqq ifii ftqqqw i Hw i g t i iwpiit ^ 
Wqqft qqiqift I q^qqrqqnqqrawin. I ^ q^qiqnqwfttm qft 
qf fl^lMMftlfwqpq 1 

qr5%qn.i qreq^qqqqqqi Mff ft t g ^qqma t HqqMit ^ ^irqwDtjqi 
i W*n q u< W[ fi< ft qw*Wq > qft q T ^q*q>5*«H«<Wiq. | q^q qS ^ qpqi- 
qqqquaimq r q . fti^ i qqpBtiOTqq ajtqqai \ qf q wn>irT- 

qwi qft f4wifqwqin.qwr« qn4n qqtftwp I ftg^fiwsRtqrqT- 
q!qpqtqqqi*qm.i qrfl wwuTq* q«q ifq/ 

qm.qrftrf* i qqift ^qq«n8nftqtOTi^ ftqftjqft»ft ^ i ^vnm* 
wnt^hqn!wiraiTq.i qq wnlqnpsftftjqqTft ^qiliqqtmqqiq- 
wkA q^qiinqi^qwm q^ i wq»^ iprewin* q»q% ^q^q ^ w - 
nH ftqf taq ftlft 5 ft fqqqq<m^<«l^W » l .l qtITff I qftq 

qwmii^ 5 qqt 

qftiqqTqra^l 

qtJT q iaqwqqi*.t qqqqfflft qrfer q j » <M fq »qi ijiftiqnwwh 
qift^ ^ q i,\ft^4pw. f q i q qpn#Qq qwqOftufti^it^iiiHqi qftq-' 

mtm qftty 

fjqqaqil MWVOiqt qq»^ TO- 
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«r^Ts mfa<f wfif sn*R^n^ ^iwiPnnuirtT- 

infif *R^w^ finreem i miH ?i^ 

%rnni CTe !3in«r vpiflfjr g 

’BiraH ?waeT«rerp«%w5^T«m^ faw sr g T«nii- 

9. ^ <RftRnf art fre» 

g^ifirsqaati arta 1^' a?r jritfm rtt ^ 

a*r a*reTrt rttgfiprc swrf^ar ij*^rtlaw^9TR*i^fTapf cf?r i 

?n?ft ^ia[fafwa*e55naifa m^anurg.! iwwfiifjr iwf 
arwT*frca^i?n^% ^olaaaiaiwnwwT* a^<r ftar^ g 

fwsraawfff^ I 

10. ewrofi fttnurfrtrc jrft ^g. i ^ i ften gtftanftg, 

w[% gawTg^tnrc if?r i wTO T fwj s n f g««a ftajwm^jwn^iRr 
?leTflaifatwRa?pr<wi% wranfrt cPr i 

nfcaeifirsmuiw q^or: vsrort Prfrta.i ftwra^q* 

"WTtrurflwfirqiqhiTl angq; ^pwro g 
qqeigaciiffqarfwqTuqn qRwa?Nairwifarq i aragg Kireg 
qr rt^ggf ^ gt; rtgn i a g a^nror i aaaifij aaw^js 
aifart. I I qcnaa Pi^rg.%ifii^r frtrs i aiai rtai%- 

^ ert a ^ I aRf! qfrtaaa^THit aPreifir aRafaiataar- 
Trrro aiqwarft gaaet r aar 'a aa: i w^s vaar^ 

awaa .1 aa aa 3 WicB®iannaaT^s aaaa a^ anci^^taftara aaiaa 
fawaisaiari am giaiaai^aia: ij4'4%aiaq a* i | aa^Ti 

fir^ a^ m«m a ft^arn i am a aaa^rmarrtlm^ntq a^iap^ i 
mnSrai awi^ g aTsamcam ara i am a aaawr^ waaiaam^ 
aaia frt» sprat ammraPifir i aia gpartrtga^ i am a mmam 
aiaraflHT% ajfaaarafa a g amai^ afrtl% arfa i arfaam arfaatar 
awt^^ai ajumtamarfa 33 ^ a ata I gcaTaT8aramPiaaTq.i 
am atataffaaifttaTO a^a%a wwnjpRwpari artt» aftat- 
a^tg_i agjmOTTw am ai fawra arttg* 1 aw a^$i^ matn- 
m%a I 
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wnar wiwirfwnft^lt 
wcviH «n^aiwuaiT iwrft »rR^ 
^rtnnwj#i »»i:OTfran i 

*rn wWtW fWPsftftRi iift- 

*Tr 9 fv I ’vmiUHi^i' ^ 9 ^ ]zvipn% ffir i to i ^nrfiwfKr- 

Hwrt xaPu ra ^ n ^i i urafti- 

■nwRii ’WflWni^fst^ifW fais6nEPifflwiftw?if^?wtlT 

Pl^iww* I 

rro ftwsTWffiEfvPiw i fwni^ 
flrant^ ^ w*n»WT^^rsRftw ff«r 

s?ret WRm I 

11 . I wiln- 

ipwnww ^ awT winprfrvi«i<g«iM)^ «bw i^^^nPr 

ip wm ^ tflr strict 

iTfi ftwRTf i[wl^ JrtjBwrai ft*JTRV 

mqciTtnivjfq qimafiiqiqi iif«T ?i^hvit- 

finntT i ^ ni^sfir ^nm: i «pnj«r yr- 

qa gyq qfr q ^^ T ftrvf >?iwif«nn?wl m «iw4 

^n^i ^^q»rJs i iihsr: 5^^! 

’c»n«trqWNq^ JiTMi’rf ^ 

fRPWw? i «n?rq, 

ut^URT^* ^ I w qfcW[T 3 r 

ftgwfn c.ftftt. ' Qw ’Enr^ 1 sni^ 1 

^rampjwtiwnftw^ iir 4 i!ftfviT ftw*r»n 5 r^l ?itit ^ «y 1 
^i qKi g q q ifwPw ? fiTOs Jra^% 1 ''a^ hvIt *i>nrai^ 1 

aWarttfa 1 yaqWin^ ' ai Raawnt t ^rfiram?! fipir^np ftai ^ 

«ir«rc: ^a»WT: 15^: 4 ifl T iiifi i w t Rw i^;i^ *<n< i S T qi ^ ^% 1 ft:- 

»WRn 9 T?rts arf^iai’a^ 1 waiStfjT 1 aroi^: 1 

afia»i.a?ijTO^ « wi: fpr ?if!«RB«%r 1 ^ 

PmrEiT apw afniBHtnT qlanfl^ fli i g^g qT»i ‘ 1^ 
«t5 ^ ^ firow ^ *rr 
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*WWir g WJTJIs ^ f«TO^ «r ^ IlfwlBWRT ^S*WRT5ftt 
ii^r »rer*!5gr *i r<PS^i?ii »nfir h^twt i ^%si sref^ 

^TOKTS lT<9»TJWflir gW?T5 fqRBT f iirnre% gf*fs fi^Jn'5f««WT?T. I 

^inOT «3Riiw ?[i«rfl^iiTq^rTf3iw*lTTj daiqiU ' JM r j ra, i ^tr- 
fiwrwTwg ftn^WgsTTJifq i ^iiwiai-mg^t^i t ftrfrnqrt ft ngy nfJ t >< ! i 
fqi!??! frfw^ Brfw ^TTHir^^Jifir ?rfqi5?iT g 

f?rf*i^ei icfH tr I in9flT<t<JH»nca5flm! finscra^fH i 
^T*IWeT 5EIH% f^^cT ^ tf<T 5|T#TO^ I ^ ^WITOr- 

*ipg ^arrfSpi?^ f^«ira sf^r ithnRtonrfOT 
gt fips r cj$? t^wpwT^iq^nnft l 

qfT?enw*3 i ^ifrow 

?R^?i ftwwOi«rg^l f#f<i ^ fqm?ii5Tg. i qwatii qr 

ppjpg qrr ^ferrgi ?r «n(|jfff **}t«rIt hH i 

^cT qifir q^ w%fLl xfei iniW*nTpcgm q: yqnr- 
qqpirqfVqrncs qrqtftw^ ^ i shot qqr m^iwfii i 

«in|arT*)qieiwwiRT«rTp[ g qiqiPifiii«ii4rf^w*4qnfi3qTC 
q^hrcerawi^ qrsqj ^^qlqnnitq cfH i wiT»- 

g w »qr’Rqfq«f«iqTq*iii'qfWqT*‘if«qTq% qpw jrjto^ q i 

qnfiiq <1^ mq»*.qig4«Ri<y«)ra5iri qqlq%?r i i 

iraTf I errimTqqr ^ qq^ qrqq* i ftisqnq«<i^q ff qwita^- 

W(F<m% T im qq^ qr qq q3i«raTqtf?T wqmf^sjfji- 

qB»qfi|qT qft ^fqqjii 

tjqr^qt q%Tttqtl4.Wq|l5|q'qn)<^fq^qtiaTfKMRll4j^ I qq ^fH- 
^aWMUgi^ q^qqwi I q fwq ^f^fqr 5r q'*q i 

fiftrg, qqwrqqa qi^^Rr i qiqqr qftq^q q^T qrq^r 

qqfqjfreifq: ^qqrqrroTO^j q ^q qq i f q«ft i <i, q qqqr qq^s 

inqqrq ^wqfqqi^qqearqqqrq qq^fq i fqqr ^qqi qiqqr qi^q^q^q^x- 
l®firarrf^i^qqqri qqf^i^iniftqqqTqqRTfqmqqNrTq%^«iqqRra 
gq qpr iftw q^ qpwqt g q^fiifigq ^ \ ftaE^qwCTt ^qsyr ^q- 
t^P’WT I ^ ^ qfgFt^j*TO qiwi.1 





ii , [Chap. III. Pt. I. 

?rRiSTrrctms i a^a %TaTn 4VaainwP!i% i aitr ifRa 
a¥wtf«r firemti ararroir. i tlTaT*rarf3^ srrfir- i 

«wmRT^ fspij %5 it: a^anar^^cfawT fPr i ^^arf5ja ^m^^n^iiPi 
'jarf^^rerant^Oi i . 

12. qqa arofafatrama aaait w« i f^*»art 

«iTfi^ 5r a aftmrs i -^qf^fliJraRia ?W ^ a i 

afaRnft^?! tra^ar awr i a aai?|- irer atas i 

vj aai «fii^ m g ?»%Tsa aajjrqft I w q anj i a^TS«iw(n«5Tfqaw 
a I a: 1 • irraift ff»p 

iNi! anTfii«r 1 ajama5lim(^i<llis ^a^pqqfH’rpr.ii^’^wf^il 
aui% w aras f«rat^w icfa a^w ^afaPiaqa aig qw«^ ’ q 

aiJnrwBi a4Tsa «*ii4tn<ga^ awf« m[qt^'q$ftgqairM<§a m * i i^ 
%T??ifim?:: iRfl?ra Tfh qw»n?f q^wR*T»^ 1 .fip? a auw afh 

f*<at>i?wg % iq mf T qi^qqqi% I ^RWRRWE- 

g f?«iw wi %rqsifT jrwn^qcftmiwiNT^t faifr^ 1 

I q^; q^* Niqfyaii.Vrwui'iiif^qqqiqt ^*a<tifq*<nifjfq- 

rqi««.qq«iwviafwmi 1 ang! f^ mPniiq^q«iwHi ii.i 

qfafq^iw q^*iiaqqw ^iqfqquMq^^ fqitqqiaq qrgfl^- 

aqjraqfer 1 aq<a f dq q q » fl ^aTfqfq*q*§*m*n% aanc^rq^iftqnTiWs 
qaqrro^cfqqqqraritqtqimqfer 1 a fWtq? 1 qpqt i qif^r*tnt- 

^jf^rtiq^qiai w q ^ qtq^jgiqlfh qa qwsqji^rfq ^ qq ^xn ^i w- 
fof’wr gwT q qtwqpcaqq^ft 1 q arq^ ^ 1 art^qtJiaqjlqqTqqr’ 
RqnWmqiqOiutflMr^iPjqfli^jq^lq qpq q^qm «i^qf qrfq qrqir 


fti^i mranya r fa «w(^«nrqMifi«nsq4i|fl*)if^qq3|«qt q?prn 
qftaqtgiqipqfqq^ awqft’qwa^j^qa'a’ca qisaaiq a q qi 9 ^)^ 

I qiqift aa wrq*ii*<>^an.»n airq qng t qtagn qpq agi 
qpirer qi««iw«i^iq'i?qT*i 1 qR?r aarar qtqi>i«q(aqq4i<ii'«if^^t | 
fti fi aa^.ifqqqiqa'qq^ qiSt^rtanqm ^qiqfqqnqsnq*^ qftqq- 
q(n3].i fta a aftpi. qi^tqwqnwan^ l qiqqq ^rnt’gqt^raonf^- 
qq<ifta4 > ^ n w T i q g Pwnwwve^i fq q ro ^iiwwltft,qi <i 
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'is i sfi| ftwinf^rsiiw^ 

nsw»reiiifS05r'Hlw5^wsfir ’hin^sjj. i ^cspl^ n^- 

ifs f^nwrissT Sjpxs^fRj^iTpT jyspi I fswi^anrosifTspg s srrs- 
%s I fswrrair jraiRmsRrefiraiii^s i 

I n^Pi i rg s if^ s'q si*! sreiTOTs w 

s*TOfs?RnCTTfJT fR*n^ fts^ STT ^ Pwraistsjj^l 

fti fts^ 3Z»t«>Tmfn^ i Jssrfssawciftf^ i 

S^ S juts: | STSH^Ts ft^T! H^tSTUISTTflii ^fTSW^ q^: 

q4si^cf i» q in:^ { I snfir i ^saRresfqgiiT^ qi^qrsfs- 

qiqi<q«Hq*3tJ},i stfq ^ I sm ftrsT ^ fqswm^res^ sKl^qrac- 
ssT ’*iTWT I 3ini% qs! qwsir wm i^^r: 

wi^qfir ’q fqsft qi4iBfmy<wT«nqr5 qo|fi^T?:ft^- 
vwis«.qirq ^ I qrf^rsnrewJi^fnifqiqTqT gqqrfUqsTtr sir s g «it’(- 
»n^ fqgftfs i 

f^'^i tMq|<(q*<tfc*(«f^^»niiqqw^Mqif si^i ?rq fqwiwnqqxfsr- 
wssfqiqqqqiqqTs. i wq.q qNuiTwsrsfq i fwq’j^qisrrq^ i q^jir 
«wfs5 1 ftwwT q! ^qs fqqr ht^t ’q'R^ fifes: i fqgiqrmT slsn 
fr sj?^ ^s^is qfs g sis fe fq«*jicifii(i«iisr fqsfqsisv- 
r4sq^<Hp<*{ft Tqg wfi tS! fWqf^T sqq ferarr: W qf . qq <q1«q f q^- 
W3nq%s qqq sssiqis qq fm sfj%5sf«iisqqiqT%q qsqq^qjjz^qr 
fesT: fi^qqi I q qq^qwiT qqififjjiqiqw qftrqrqfq froqfigart^ 
fi4i?4i. ^ q i qqiqi qi: i qtf^T^iwtfHsfetrqsTqi f^qi«§ifqqnT^ qsifs- 
qiiq qjqqRifqj^st ^sqrqlqtqqjsqiq q frefesisinf:: i s^ig^fn®- 

jfe 5:fWTq: I 

qjs! q:^q*qqnwTq qqifroqingqqqtsweqi frqisfqqnfeot 
q^iq qqw|qfl.i q«q^sra^^fq»wqNqqro’®iqT i fe^fesiqii^iq- 
fn»s I uq^qq*qqnw% S^ qrfq ^nSs «»ia5lfq5iiqqiR«ft<eiirsqtqTS | qsiq 
qqjiqfej® wjqimt ^ ifH qgqqqifeq: i qjfesfir i wT w^fi: 
first ^ iKfqiS siqfest I qnsT yfsfewqqr wiqqjrwrara^Stg^i 
fwirqfqqqfflqr ^STftfe^qqfI.i fqstftfKTsq^q fwrfiiiqqgqsT i 
qpnfii piug^i it qqng.yBifirea^ i ^q qi sisi feqqig. 3i*qww tfq- 
sT*i, w I ^ qnsR^wiRfliwiq^ qciqi i srsisw qrft Pw ipr- 
wsssuft I swsiwi T qrfq Mniq<qkftsnvW«q<tq«qi wrjwi 





[Chap. in. Ft. 1. 





iFch:^ w »jh§t 

xrra^ftfh ?rar izf|?f ?rapf »wStPr ^a^*Tl'- 

niiaT ^fhvrar^if 

g 9Rf>pj%T?piT WTOT I ^'sr^ ■ 

«?p§T?i^ «PT iRPsrawr ii?ft I *RW[^ 
ppi^ ^«WT«?iWT^ «n»jrrStfjT I rt^»n^ i[f?T jjtuqfOT 
fiitraisn^ Ji«§g«wm I ^n^^TTJWsrr: *ii<^ift- 

I <sn*i*^*(i^im<Ei<iitra I ^ ^ 
q ^w.*Clm ^»»T q. i q fii^ n^niR fq in\^rqf^^ i 
^Ijsrpfi^ 1 <|T^JI!lf<^*W TTaiT | sH*!^ 

appawswifiRjTCflnf i i 

^n^«msfsRfl§aT! i w ^bstsn ?r« i 

<i T rf4^^a%»ng . I sr?[fiferfV«qTa% «^iuiir*iu*§*fl(»tfhnra inim- 
VRW «iro*nif<r itwftfjpiftRR i 

at *!’*» ^ gTW ax i a axagna ft^ T m i 

arwRiTa^naTaig. i waa «Ta%T i atnfar aiftwBnnf|?l’ aw; 

a<<i< t» ta ?r apjj^^ jzixg aa« aiTORwamrwfana- 

arau a ^ ♦iiaii.amfliJsi^TSuiPif^iiKaqpjfti'j^'^fa aiajaj^ i aro aiaaifa 
’aaifa^nfiw anarcal anaaraaa^ ftwiaa i wa i aNw a^rWhawsa 
aiafhaf^ia^iaT i aiftrenrurfis aawsr^H^ aija^a aaiMRii^g aft 
j^aaaaaiaraiT aift aj^Rjftftwjft aiwgaw aaras ftiftft aa^aia 
aiaaa aft an lh*nifa%T5ft» a g arf^turain aftaa aw 

^TtVaiftanfm^ift a g Ri^atfta aaarag.! aaaa 
%at ftarift a g axarwts i aaapaaaafta arartafta ftwni^ftara aft 
aaaa i aar a aas awwxft aarn ^wraaaaraiaxsat i aaaiftwK- 
aaiTs ai^iarfas aRaaraftynn aafeawiji aftr- 
saraTa^ra %fa 41^ wigaaMaja'ejtaaaJi^ ifaa araaia i a a awa 
ft a r aaft^t f N t I amaarawnarg. i aaar^a aaaift aiaaift i tW 
ftaaftaiarftaaawftcftaaaaraaatji i aiaaar^aiTaftTift a41api.i 
faaaaawTaiiaaaiafTg .1 aft PPm aftaaaft^afta i 

artaam^aawtltanft a agiiamwapijaiftajaa i aft i^ a - 
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»fr?:nw% srflT«wr«ti 

¥«?IT?TS I 

«T tr iitrrtTOin#!fcwiaiiff«*n<a <i^<<ny w k'm 

^ ^ «Tnitr ai ftgR^ yrr fiwrrrt ^- 

fww^* ftsswW ^wtroTORTOT^rotf^ inpr ^it?i. i 

Pwnni4?RIT*T 53HOTW ir^ITTOJC Kft W<.%1 Sf 

«ira^ pprvi’ fpT 

v.iW4j( (iflufliqtjw qqT^’erel*iW3ir«f ^R»tiraftrafnfir fswupl' siTqK- 
icrer irfff ^wifip *R*>w ^?raj '5?^» i ^jreni «qfir 

i f»i Onn^«<jan< fH 

^ tr TBn HjninJftnsf«nw»wftr tn ftiw «f ^ fii*n^^p r jftan 
wq qft(ira% *i 5 iREf^winn^ | 

#q1SpR5 fro^iPranmrqTqwii 

MwiWMqiqq>w f < w w» w q f < i?i’ ^ »i i g»F?Pitram.i 

I ^pnCT ?ift’qTqq gi^niTO*nii y nfi^ q u E ^ t q- 

^qwif^^nlliqkKURiq.^ft i ^pra:^ Prai^wt f%- 

im f« i >^«nf^ »n iqniw% ^kmth 

oOKET^fKmf^^qn i w^wipi ^air?Nr *n5T 

^wifq ^wrf^ I • 

<*nt^ I fTO*nirra»wsftr ^un<i<ji fln^ ^nq- 

sqT^tfN^l ?Wcl^ ^ITSJWI^I fWJnunfir s$^qf%HTjt ?«^ 

^ wirawMlqfwiir 3 ’bthsti^ fwwtffs iilarriftwMiritir- 
qrr ’TO3NpwrPl.^ *r ^ fqwir 1 

ippCT fJrarmiwiTWffi^ti ^ ^ %»nfii 1 fvg fxniT 

%5iPT qrw*j,i ^!wr<n ^qra%T*iwTqnc- 

ftfii ^nq.1 i»5wrcf^«nniiPT%q 

iRq)^ i|4:<qr^qiqpiTsait^4i(^Gm.(msii^ n «t 





[Cbap. III. Pt. I. 


I w^l*! ^ fifiE^VTtr ^iqaiTQirat I ^.( i nut 

'VRi^inrt i f^?rq%3iff«[aiT sKif^^nr 
5?:^ ftnw i ’TTwfSr^c^^^re i 

CTwn^TiNw5>^piiJ^ «i«3fiQiiii<4(!t^3r 5 ^nnnrsnn^ ft^* 
iw %3Fcf«r I mi I w iP3[fiitniT!{.twi[iPr ^kw- 

w^sftwiTtrws ^**nir 

?3Wm 9irF^?T I 

Praimw^iPl ^ ^ 


*1 wraif^5it?f%: I 

?reiafttrwi.*w ^i?ims 1 

mi <11451 wPi^w I 

mft 4mif«i^re! 1 <l*r ft^miiT4<nirn(n4 

JM m^rfiwnw 5B^nt«ii«y%sfV4tR: ^irmStf^r 1 mi: 
mrermi 4re1%*it g %mt m 41 <i3ir- 

mniT! ^rffift^H^NfF^m 5 %OTni€m%4 « rwl t 1 % ^I’wasiTfSremiTS'- 
mHnf^^rffimi 4irm^ 1 *r ^ tjm 

iim«i^^ifi;^t%t^M4^ 5 ^1*1 HI 4i.<*i^*i iftmiw mimi* '^liu.**^* 

^ ^N 4 iii 4^' 4 "n 4511^^4 414^ 4 ir^tmS 1 f«T wrmil 

<a>i4 Tt 44i<im mi ^Tgm ^ r 4mmimi4T ^rnraw 1 
msmrfwm’ M<il<4if44i<Si 4#s^i^«i45imiw>r msfflwmwm^ 1 4ftre- 


441^ ^ fcmi5rT4rf<[f4f4%3iflr$4iii «< 4 m ^ j;4qm i 1 
4r<[ ftHrittf^ira5JTraf4ttt4 4i?rn 4134 x 4 ^ aft fia4%w4 Oi^m- 
^ 4> i <m^ i 414T xrerw I 4Pfl% g 4 t?:- 

4lft444T4ngT 4iq^ni*ra34mT*n%4 4^4l*4^T4WmT ft44%Wr 

r 4 ^[ 4 i 4 i t 4 »<> 4 Faf 4 ui% I qa t Pmim rnmrar mSi^fmiira- 

4!^ 3C4 ft.444lTW4 M4ini fsrfmml f^^lJI3ll4ll<. ffil 4 W^RWBftf- 


4r4IH.I 4(431 44 44 lHfl4«l4lQlWl*5nH.fll34MW | 41444 
4*141^4 im^4 i>4 4fil«444 44144- 
%I44|4Wl I 4mTllimi4fire4I4444ni_ ijvf^vr^ 44ill««rfl44i moi 
«14Hf444^ ^ 44 41 4 1 4^S4milnSlf4I4im ^ IWTOqiHt fWlt 

% 144 HI(ft| ^rw(gmwi 44 l lft 44 iPl fttl 4 4 U 4 mii « 4 f^ 44 - 
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TOwraiiT I g ^\a»j<m^»ai«n w iq . i n iP§»rraT 

n gr ^fujn^^i 


f*RWPiwre?nfir «t ^ttopr- 

%T pw»wiw<l<tfa- 
^T ?Rft?F5r i 

tispg %T^ 

WI*SirM^*l|«l<f^f?<qiqiH«fiqqfls | «IT- 

I spircwfW^ sn?l’ in qrf^- 

wftjuqrqq ^9%q^mKiiii4fii itout mwi^qroft 

ii*<p^fl^tTspf ?5nn. I unfPr PiPf^fiiq><«^ ^ jifiifqr<P^ g- 

n ^EnfwmiPHfii g iTfnwra:*!^- 
^wrrarf^ I ^ 5 wwn»rS ^r^irq^T^ir iKifhwi- 

f^ratiPff ftR5Tf%?lH,| qWJIW IIT 11^ 

^ wfiisufinsTO iral^ I i^irrawfipr- 

^i»rq«4ifH ’q «r %r 5 fii fttw 

^rfroiRTyqq^f^fflqiwwiiTnnii^ q^rtr qnai r*i*i*i i 
I ’SpqT^ ^nf^fii ^ g i ^ifrow hijIipb imil'- 

wtfli:qnt^w«n.i 5«i«^ ^rm^iv mi mihh^ ? i 
w*r?l' 'qnn^ipTi’* iit?ht vN qw 

ftnsifer itirn wW qx xrrsfrt^r i w^qwnnt?- 

utQtji j^r*! fiTC^n^ I If ^ 

qr^i wtPnro tfir r«i»imuM>q qqT qw i fqwwifq irfift iwit- 
fiwrqr ^i^^nqT aroiwrfNp i wim qs^snsw t<*i^T i n^i^nn i 
Mii^iwq Pto^ ITT iKt^Px I ^P5T qjT’^TPf i||f!iiiftiqniiTHi Pro- 
141V4<Vl<ll^l<^m<!l't!)«m<tn<q4lH V*RI5iI»qT^ ^inii m ^ptot »n- 
in^qi<ft«ifqf<aKfwiRra iqrqiPx^nssrenft nw?l i uwiaw- 

iiwwi^tpri i iflft n qtft ili f qi«q^q*i.i nxinift Prwr* ^«ir 

nrat* qr I afN^iPr qr^q wqqniq i q qm qftpr i w^qirenftiPr 

^ iq: I qquqqifqpR’qqnipnl wi. i 

qmqj wmkft qi|q qn^^qi^q wreqin^Pn^ q^qi^ q qqft i 
qiTl^*qiftq^ fiqpr uwwqRqq^qqiqqiiqifqiqj i vwqqni^W 







[Chap. III. Ft. II. 


g I ar ^rorlfrg <iiflftifj[fhi 

aiRTCTlaiT®n ^'(TFraaiTTOifaTOT? w*rmt i wtwarifh ^Hiii 
?3rr I ai <a(M^ fauftai^ 1 ^prarcftraT^fGi 

PTO^TT tn ^ i iifiw n 1 9iftr^R:«3!T m tr *t tt n aiT^'tJif^ 
*r ^ aftqsaTBrrHJrfir i ?[wifTr ^ ?n?s?iT: 
wfh I 

aw <ii«i«l_ f^^iiPif^ail xfH ^fh^inr d**W<R^ 

^RWi^s fanaf^far fastfaftfewawTiar ai^aaifii arat 'RiRif^asaT 
aarinpn aftataaRr^aai^ i 3i^af*<dr^i.iar i 

%f9pg Pif<f^aa??iflfVtantTO^TflTw: af^arwaw i 
f^ar fata aqi ^ a iai ij i a^ iTaTa I a.Hnv«<^^a»MiHr ^ ia i a a Kwa» tana i aj- 
fafssawag yaiJcaaaiJTat aw r^a^i ^t i a^Hiafaa^lafaawwiat^ 
arani.1 awRicj^a^THi aw i aanwa^^lajiai faaiRaa^i’aonw 
^fail^aTwairoT a?f1aarci% a?m ^ aTa^ha^iarsw^w i 

aw ^gcfaPsai icfir lipspi a %Taatai aa %T%OTifara?i?^^tara^ 
farihir afir %tannajTafawrT tPi a^taarartrai^fa i 
jcfir a(ii J ra a; i<raaio i 


PABT II. 


aapwi^ gf^^S^af%winajasf«,aaanan i am ai aig: i a aaiwi 
qtiT g^r« gfiar awr i awnwfSi fasaat awaaa) mi i 

€iaMft a rfa I aifftayiafanaO r ama^ i awta.fa?smRaaip 

ara az^ anaa afir i aw gaat amt ^aaf^a ar manmai^rfa 
Pwaaaiat aiasa^a aaanwgf^raft ai ai^lat 1 5^1*1. ^%T5f^% w ^ 

aiawft% fmau I wifaaaas ^^aaai^ ar irfaaTaaT?i. g^rjaiia^ 

^fagawfafa a^araj^ 1 anjwfSr 1 arrmr a maaT gar amaaijra^gaBiar- 


a^rm ^ aka ia anar^ gftg^anHRfam^ agw ^3 1Ba^ mfM a^aram 
a ii h OTi% gfag^aumafnfH %t aaia: 1 gaj% 1 ai^ ai a a iacwi a 
%sfa m€twa« 1 aaw 1 garai^ g gfijai gaamaiaa^ aifafa 1 fa®- 
a^awa 1 gftwr ait*^ rMiMaaKaaiAaifara l aiaanias 1 ga- 
gpiamg*^ ftg« ^a^rtaanrewanaanraanaat aianaira^aiwm gaa- 
aig. ^fag^ aaaafaarc* 1 »fta^(aa las^aj w^ia ai^aa^ 



Secs. 2,3.] 


flmmwiniroRn.1 


eit*§»jpr 5 ^- 

lf]§ ’Krf ^*m.l PWTWfJPWft^lW ^ I OT 

I ^nw mi ^ 1 

^gre ^ 1 u^K«ft<a*tw »»gq %i q q n ^ q; q^n < t 

ifflift qtr ^Rprr i ^ ^c)*M<«iiTj‘«j«ji ?neram shtt q#i: 

ij^ ^ srrenii ?ra» iainfq^rftiirTfti^t^if^^f^^Tim- 

feiJT wnT^^rere?rrasi?reT ^Rn*rara*Rrai ^ ^rns- 

>j 

?Er^ ifc^ I ^nPsr- 

?TO^*RraT <3^*)«ii'45i>wiR^t fWT 
^Sfer 9(1(14:111 i[Rt fbwifflfera'epwr^w: 3fM%T 

9 T«is.i ?nnfpr ?i^(wt<Bf*r fc(«*«TfiT(*i%*i «€l4S((irr?n9r §?iq«€tf<i 
?r^HT^ fl<^^(gpr4(?:s 1 ?t «.Knn<iPf»i JRWRWwrani. 1 

2. ^<^s 9 r yr <a 4(^H ^ n: TO 4j( %?hff?W(5- 

iHtJI^ ^ fM<8<^^>TO RS(WRPlg<4 > litM^ll^W (<1 K4I«^ (S|l« 

fsnw^’TT ynSiflwifc^^ <lf^yem?WT??:w|9- 

fimi^ 1 

I 9T1lfinWWnfk9(TW I 3i*(T^t ^PW 

TOUCTvrpi. iRTHFsr 

51^ mjsR fl(wi(l(^ifi.«t«%*r ^ 

»*IW*(TpnWWr9Tq,| H(«wB*rtl«i4)*>i’ii('i^<nn«(i<«MH'Ii» t 

Pu^l 9(9%? 9RRT 9r4(>*!% ?l’Wf?9?^n9TS^^^f*rT9nf%9K 
??»I. %%l^f«^<3(t ?^9f<T I n**(K<*(\tkO«(? W?(?(^((9T %?!' 
1§T^* I ^ 

3. 1 f^r ^?^^((n^?viPi%(v- 

^C^C(9 ^ft9fa9l*.MRll((W V 4ll 9f%?nf%EI9^? 3 ft|9T- 

999 ;? 99lfft(H%9( ( fq 9tTfi?n fan»s l 99^%K9rn i ^1^191 lht%i 

3f99rra9‘ I ^f^9[T«5^ f9WT99 %TJft>TC- 

9f(l.^(f^^ 9 9 %9IU'*l%ir5nif9(H9T! 9 »9ra%I 9 fi(99» 

ftWTO? ftgftfir Jlt9l49ni9%« 9T9^ 9^l%9 99Pt ^rWTBt? f^- 
t HpP8I I 9 l 9 WI% fcwnfw 99H4fM9i^9 9Wi**ih4«wmTis ( 

5p0Rn99ni9((9t 999T9t ft?! ?!?• ft^?TOf??T9T399^^ I ftr? f 





[Chap. III. Pt. n. 


^f’rarfsw^ gf^rawi vraii® 
^ g*rs I ?7 tt i witjer^it ftg- 

g BT I *:!*f^*r 5*rvrfj(:w«f?nn5?5jni^ gfim ftrawai f^w- 

5BT^«raTSff5TOR3rft^ ^Ritr I g l 

?re?St I *r irerenrerwjnfw^PreMra i fl^rr- 

?r^TnR?lD»lTfITfl'5^ireTf^t>ETf^ I 

^Ji^«i*?Pif«rcrirTa I 5T^flsr®TC?^fl»r^JDT?iT! ^ro?f?r i ?!wg^- 
?wiSfiRn^%^ fj^aru^fl I ant^ a B aq i agq u i l fij?s«n?EtftprT*it 

^rarei^rar gftEpnt ftawnnfH! wriniTsfirt^T i arore i ^ 
gf^?iT *WT! fqsfNhrc® *i?ii i fwairarfaft^ i 

nfH arf^^^ft®rq^*rfsref«rii i %»t citust arf? 
iRgmorf*rfim*n^q^'VOT^«w^ t^wnFErarros^OTai? ^rr fww- 
«ra '^tfqcEfr fqqrtic^ ^fer^t ^«*jTgi arrawTOTOirrat^aaft 
*rIt Jzvlang. i aw^^f^urroag qpmarn ftiEsiMmiu g;cnira5^ i 
flci-^wmqK'wir^ ^Psg' fts^araTffWf^qT^TfsT ^Wlpf ^aMIpB g^WlT- 
f^«n^ ^ainfsr | ^air 

w I I nft araaprvi 

fWfRtVw ^ng. I x^qTqaqiiaqi%rqaraT #9^Clf^fKf^a^^C7l1Wq% I 
araaj f^Hwfqq^ q?awr% fqsap^ ^ samPiqi ga R i O r snwT- 

asa? aiTqqT^qn^cT sf gf^RnaiT^f^aW aW fv^fq ^yiaqurifi: I aj^ 

%i q«<i<a aig^ ^aSwc tar q gg. i aftarfrorJ qpqws ftwrqan'srtq^fK^ ai^ 
nflw^iqaqroig | aaft ^TOrf«: 

4. amamamt: fiiawr jzirlgwnt anr: qreraft ar^ 

anJtarfhfqpfrreigan^ ajf?Eft;afT franaj'^mw ^ jnftgft- 
arv ftnia^i awt ar anaiTaiats [ q^ aiw'i«JiCl ajt i 

agant g gPrar aragjpr a^ l aW» a^M gftpgam- 
uaiawHOifftaMi^ifir i aratafsar fa^t i aaift ^ftaarfiww aanft 
gaapararaaiT ftaaafaaaanaaat^ l wwifqai *i* a[ a a : ft a T aiflr- 
f«^ g a awpi i aast: aaaiajgianTChwRWi^ antaiftwr- 
%nng.i 

5. arg^ahi^ ana^qfbi aiaifiiaaif ^faaf^aiaia 134 
anWl* I awanfir awfa ftwaarfir awr 

arfa i aa* «iaaatji(iai|gpi#ftitai a awftii i wiTwar ^ 




fttwTurnn:* i ftiturroiires i wrw^ 

iiRfiiwfiwww I ^7rira»r§»i 0 » <* i gvi f it^^^ fq^jw ftpiw ft 

mjT^? jznftf(r5JTW^5n<nq.i ?rhi% i h^t 

*rn«wsPr «^Honrew®»ira^rt%qwr?i.i «rw% w^upit sraiRwr 
^EpnSif^f^tnff^tiT HfdPifliPi w jnnfH i 

wifff ^ftsJiT'^iTSOT'g^ar *nw" 

irtwAtwnnfis^ ^ftft*<i'iif«)tij ^nwni.) 

- ^PfCTRlTOJI^Pl.l 

6* kRt TOT«l*r ^T#IRt «U*ll«lTSfWRaiT^l»ir ^- 

i%« Pmwn iF? nftwiw I 

Tfir I 


PART III. 

1. 5f\l30IT% I 5m ^ I 

5mmfHra»w% ^F?m i q^^m*g ^rurm^ 

strun I ^5®W**nHt%T5^R5**J^ I mpcft I ^re[5T 5T WR 

mfir5f^p^0iTO^5»li msTOiWR 5mfw8 ^^fiif^r I iNt- 

aphf vm 5m*n% fJwwwnfwrft 5m ^Ftnm^ 555- 
np^i I ^n'R f*nw^ 5n*5 Rmi? mw 1 mw 5a|^- 

m?EmmR% ml^ 1 mn ^ ftemnfiwiT- 

ft«t ^ f«TO5PNr »nRT»nwR ’m»ft mgR 

ftrmfttfewR: I 

2. 5 ^ srmr»i.i ftm ^fir nwR 5fir ^ 

»nS5mmi*na5^(>e*<RMMiH^ n i . 1 ^wmr »iwt- 

5in^ ^ fWI" ft^mmsFimR ^1 5 

wfer* I Ryifi ^JimPpi^ 5 ^ 5fir 1 ft^flOi »)Tgt ftj- 

w«.5iii ^wnwR 1 ^wm ^m fr 
ftwtazwfH Rms^ma mmuTOift I m3^mai%ifV.wi<ti ny- 
WTf 51 I ^ifW 5(TflWiR ^51^* I mmRmnfypi ^ 5 mitninT- 
mrnn I t^i^i Ppr ymn mgwrWir 

5myiiiin.i 



[Cl«ap. III. Pt ly. 


^ ^TOSIlHTWT?m»f I 


PART IV. 

1. ftii^ «piW5?i’ I ' 

2. ^ Orarwi 

iTT«nf^Ti*rcnR w%t ai jrst^! imifir ftiii^mw 
iialfanTraT^flwwwTWirg ^ *^^i!llPl<1<^Pl<^l ^^ ajreip^ 
asi^jirT?iiRW[an^?iai!ijjTT5?rin9HTSf» mvumvjia]! ar ajftwfljan Tft 
inm »iT?iTS5^’^aiJwn^?i^*nvfiraT I fiR ftpir ^rarciri 

*JTmw^wnnrcifftr?i M«njniP< i i aiT^ i r *fff: > 
amsiT srwwmf«m^ra na rar ^ if ^ m^ ftfaafawm jirflu g dw^i^aufi- 


3. ^ aR/cng^rarc: srn^iwir i arroBa^Jwa 

atawrwwta an^wR^w sroian’Twaniw: fi ag fi a^r aca 

aiirai«R*iw«r{r*nmr<EaT i avnnfa iita w i ^an^tii*nwHa4ta»aa^*<w 
a[a ^ a ^«nii a i man i ar rl«» ^a ft^agarar gpnmi ^luaii 
Ptar awiiita’ahsift ^raninT aararr arorarci^ ofli^'aifaiiiginaiJi 
Rca fi|«ar. m ai ^ait^a ig ia g fi a wnaasm^i T aim i aiff ^ 4t ^ a a^ t4*g 
iiPi swraPraTOiaaw^ I 5'awAaiagkaaima®aaaiawi ananjHHwa^i 

arPr arapRanfq uraawpSat l a ^ P ftc g ^ta ’Ma PliRtagfq ^taiwfa i 
aiwj^a’4 ataijErtr^^ilPf aapj^^r aaranwP»fa aroai^i apgrniwir- 

aiwi^ I i*Ram>Sl^aR$ar5wnaataf|- ir*iRroaS?rwiagw i wat (% 

n^iwiy Ri t fTT ataa f^n wn i ^ wfwmPr i • ai^nq^ PmTgsawnwrf^- 

^arranpaPr^actproaro^itfafipT ^flaircanfawaj. i firaiT 

^taqra^ ^B5W aiTafT ^lamaraa i ft wifi gti^ g ftig4ta<i f *i a :^^i*g- 

ptftiar i[!g(f^4|««iR| <na4aiP«rAa^iaw«^fij ajap^i fM(|a.(i| 
*i«iAgrwq wRanftar[ anwi Harare wa^rRft Ptar ^naj^ atarowr^ 
a4aifX«iiPim«a aw P rq ywi at i aiHaanaaa i aRar- 



Secs. 4 — 6.] 


^rspS^nf^T- 

4. I fiRrafln*iwf&RniOT l ft fiiat- 

f5n5»i*^iftTif*reNrn[m ?iT3?^jnRT?i.l wnwn 

flnnfironramf ftinrer *fer 

^l?WirTftP« ft^lPft^tllT ST ^ilTTf I 

5. ii^iTiwrfirarsrnw^n^RftpiwT^ «^ft^^%ra[8 ^ 

I ?nT ^ ^ftg » ntfl«gffi T ftnnft ?rwr% 

5 *r*rgg ^ ft^?r^iftg3p*jTg- 

5Hrgrag*ii^ ftw? giwg* fii gpfi q^ T 

nRwnft I ^ ft ^ <5 i r q ^ftg^Tfzftfirewi^ 
^WPifironr ^Ift’srwn^rsft i[ft flsfjgru. i 

srs’it 

Jiigs ^^ra*nfirKTC ftgpgs i 

giwffigr g fligjnft nwrt ftgjrnflft 

nftwT fwift ?i^eiftwiw gw 


6, fSirnrgpm gw 

ftirggnfi g^fwrrafwTFniwg wn% ft gfipw« snfsg*** w*3'<^ g 5 
ft tig gTw gwTftftsii^tTWgrft g^wm^gw gwftSTOg I 

ginigflwtgsigwraT gigg gggTftgrc* gTf^% ggrcg g gwir 
ftcgiT I gg^gg^iTg ggigfn»«ft wsr^i^^glw sralg% 5 n 
wwTgnftg^g gwjiwT g^n gi^sft g gTw^igt i 

gwrtgftgg. i gg^ g wiitm^ yt 
tiigifM g ^ giggftggrfgwg gxBiw® ij*wggTi^gwre«irgg^ ggg- 
ir^tftgggWTOit ft g t ewi^ g t gg i f ii gw irflfg??g^ ft q gg ro*<(iii 
ys f gmgPi g ^ T g T ^gwgfiwg rg ifi gironggwgtgftndjp^ l g ft 
<ng ftgT gf gTgT gf ftggifgft ftift ft*g wgr ftgT grfifgw- 
ft ^«Hlgf q (3TOgTS«IgWg«W: gft glftg gwifg ftfgJraWIT iwg^t- 
wpNwftg ggftw gwg« I 

ftg: g grg Rgfigrc gB wgwwgTOBiftfg uwraftgft wiwnw 
gwragggft^ifir ggftyi^g^in i wHnTrorargR.^ ft wggnK^ 
^g ^^ ft gigipigw i^ vm gg gwgwig.1 





[Chap. III. Pt. V. 


fttWh w^pm irfH Tn- 


j I U f Ut I Lil L riLJ IL UIL' irr L£lK.' II (s k: I K^^ilLil Ul (rlt. UH L kJ^l i I 


7 . sKufrptfsifttra: «nnft yf«r- 

I «V^Mr«nrr?«iftf% ?wf*r ?rpp«innfwt5»wfii ftwPr 

I ?nPi f%?W9rpww^fii^Twnfh i ?niT ftf i 

iia^tRrr i ftg^ l ww^JiratWT- 

HiPTH Jirar ircMtwTT^fH »iT5??*iP|i!i«ufciMK^ir«i i fimT 

^*n*[. I firtrsprr ia^i.[^4 ii htijs 

pinP u Kt I ^:i*nw wHrirt Pi^lfOflifvi ft^rrspir rm 
«T*i’rre ^ ft®i|wi«iT5<*ii*wifh i 

I fwT »TinJrw?jjrl^fr« ftrar* wm 

mtn ^ cufmwjwfff- 

wift^ftff^iTWii^rsiTOJrewrpRfvrr i *i%w^ anjp;^n^ 

1 5 airaT^^rP^^flWnfhTOTanif^flT fwT g 

fn aiTW fqg^^^JiTHrfwnsqT i f<rcwft^rtqTOiwT^ aiwnasT- 

fptnc* «P<ig. »itg* anro iP^R^jgt witimPT ^?t%w ^wwnrfhgJTf « i 

?rot ftf I ♦««! ^tauwrjang, i ^ ^wraf ni<j«ifli 

awj I wi9r azere? ^ I anarr ftw^ 

w «frJfT ?i^*nj5rfir laraifts i i 

•mrc %faT I ataiwt fwT ?ra[wi^ an%f?r . ma g rta fei | 

ihaftpsnr^ g ft<i<.ift«i^ ui^mi anjg ftwr i ^ri- 

ai% 5B»»nftaaTan ftg^T wrapqfiifir fnfinnft’fhgtfwRTRT^anuT^ 
ftga^^piT arai*nfprrfc<t i an g ftgO^an a^aiartawt^ ^n fhg» 
aprat I gjwaig. I «amf^^rP^8rr»wg(4w ftg^^^jarr nigt<(i5i^HiRia.i- 
wnniinFiaii aroiftftfRwaR^’^ w «iR«naia»ii.«^iai«iftanfhiift- 
i > m« i n<« iRi apwi^^far pSpRRnnvg'wn 

Wlfwf^waBail 


PAET V. 


1. pRTCfn^ «iTntr apRnrs i a n ip ^ s ffj<f «n»anfiT ^5^ ir- 

ai^fhcap m^aitn^nanrivv^l ar wa ^ft ^ unaitfiignmT 
^ arp^ aannii Pwin ap n 1 armft 


Secs. 2, 1.] 




srj*!! "nfli. ^ ii^fd *niw 5W- 

^rai«ir«infl.«t ^tn^t irtft iwnftwr- 
ft<t 3 »^nsftt!s^Ts*Rf» 3 i.i ft m n 8« % 3 
«ifiwrJt»r wRPTO*nfrftRii^^ f«WT: fisnpsiTfSr^w ^^unfJs- 

ipfrfjiWTs »si^sn 3 )^«irr^ I 

5 uRwR jJwiSfa ^ CTWifiifcT in^ ^ iw 1 ?twR »mnfw- 

TlRfjT I ?Rt fsw 3 p?[^ft%TW* I 3 i 5 T 

^Rrctr ?nR fspmnirj PmiR m \ «ira^ awt w 5 t 'trR ^ 

wf^ I %qTWT% jp#t^s fii*fT 5 rt tR I irf^nfii 

?T^vrR JJVUSwrflfliRq*?? 

qtwrewfirat^i^R«K»?i^<w ?r^RtTyf gTtqwiR^jgta feftft 

WTfim Rpg ^^ranRRTO% urn ^^RrroimRq^w <Itc- 

3^i^<fiif«nngqqkKqtw^^*i^ ^s*nRpi»WTniw- 

^iRraTOn*R3.i ^R^[ngqq[T^«raqTi>fcm*np>ft^ 

^WTiR qtflRqiqres 5 fH %mHSHq<W T^t 3itm 

sf^ I ^pwiiiqtR 

2 . wTO^ snm qi%R?:ri 1 ^prh:: vwR- 

RR JTjiiT I w ’BgrasiT qp ^ ? nfl t n 1 ^^ ^ww ii TC^i 

%TS*jirTOT qr^RR 1 «inRfli ^ 1 w*rRTORiPi#^raR RwwtR 
R Rj roq i ^ iw ; I fiWT^^n^rr ^njswiRwraTfl 1 «n?n: )kR ^thi- 
ir I ic? 5 R ^ 13 W 1 ^%t- 

^ »qw^ RRw ^ I Rq^rRicsRi^ %Tpm vwifipj icR 1 

kR J^i’rfwtro I 


PART VI. 

1. «ir«nqR qa|?ip «n?s^T v^wnsf: 1 «i ^ ?i?9?it hR ?wt- 

« <i(iwi<»^ si ^ [t qnwrR^K«n3i ^pNftwnwng ww- 
iwi^ Rq^<iWM^i: finroR R«wi ^preiroR^ff 1 

W3. qir miiii t hwi4 w i3 ,i ^ispum iw^T«wwwR»r fim- 

R xsqumfi r s T R f%t »f ^t?ti n^RqpvrRtrem!*^ 
%T5^ 3^1 ^^qiRwisiiRqRwtR »qrwn% ?RwRnrR iwi 



[Chap. III. Pt. VII. 


«iwft PKJJIMWI «rRpnt 

«rfiwiJrTH.snw ^nrosPr *R^*5nw qw ^iraifr i g^ t 

STOW ^ fwn JTPtg^ fq?55ra«l^r5js^^ I »II«?l^ 

q qs '^ i oewn^ TCt TC 

flstlRlI ^ 1 %T^??TO 5 ^T fir *rt3l%T Jim fiw ^ftwwflfifiiW 
wnSfiw^ nirwt xfh ^- 

vm 9Jvf%i w w^t wr ^ mm «lf 


™ I % Jjaxj %fiRq^WT m ^rsfi m i tr ^ mi^- 

f^’CT in^qifiifir v^qiiqw ifir i fit^ i irmft- 





Socs. 3 —^.] 




»iT^»r% 5 si *»wifir^rtPifcftr«iT ^wi^i 

w ifa i ^i n «nww w n irnr Hnswrofi^juu: \ 

unwi^ ^ nfhwnrai ftiar- 

^PiripfT^v^vif^^nciifinnvIr ifW^nr^inRf wni, i 

?Jwi*ra^ct^^w«i<lLi ^liPr fWw I *r 

^rafiiftftf*iT »mr irfir ^cPr i 

ifir i 


?m Pwwvi nmfiwK^ii ^ 



' — ■' s. • 

*rc?r 5 fJuriH^T s»itf«wJTO i fw^n iidJt*nnfnKw:^i 

ftjwnfw ^jfTjir- 

mfOT^jhur irfir ^ ^swr- 

^rtwFj^iwft »nftri fuTW^s fjRPqrf^- 

«> ^^<ifi<m<K j < g ^ WT ^O^lKl«ll^^w^<^^ yq c^« l ^m [ <l , i 

^i^RTfvf^if^ ^ ^'gferen^i^ 
3 ^l^F^rau^sjf«$WOTiNT^‘ ^JhirvtPr n ^ hit mrhr??!. i 

TTW^n^mranrcTT 

4 . f^RTTOHH WIT^ fmiHHTTT* WtHts HfilUn HTHTH: | 
TTIHT^I 

hhtRt RnEfRnrmi^ fwTHHt fflrrwr ftRwnHBjHiH h%h ht- 
WWI fq<nHH«ITI( 4 |(Hl% nfT^fnit Hp»m«3*^TT tni|^$TontR- 

Hfiwi*n% H 4 <i^(^%i«ii«)^t % H HH I H'N^| 4 IH 14 II- 

H31 1 hPrsAt 3 hh% (vPiT^ilr 1 wn ^ i^m r- 

Pw^«nH5^in3^i H^«iiiii)i iRw: ifJi 1 

ws^HfwiTWt HftiPnrt^ 3 ri% ipi ntr HpnnRpi^i 

Hlfl HTYTTHt | 



[Chap. III. Pt. VIII. 


I *nrT tr igfji: i ^jnf^Ksm: ^ it n w »n(w^ ! ipn* i 

ftw ’^nwrnwrri i ft^s Pw»tos 5 ^: 

^?ns I ftswTW 1 ^ngs firesifi* »ng*^- 

»n'g*^ig^ 4 'j|i'« fJriiiT jjhctfwi iPt i imiftwwraiiwr- 

«3OT ^jnjniTOt fiisr ^ fijranp^ 
>ng^< 0 <ii ^ znpi ^lrnf|^c?^5i^jfif 

’JTg^miwRWT wr 5 ^tT?l»nmre 3 »»^ jraj^’snwis^mfw^c^ 

6 . ^tiTwn^ ^rnn^wwT^i^Rsift ^Jn^< 4 ^n#ji^i 2 fi^iqi^«- 

inft firai ^ra<^d*. ^i?irran?mwm 4 ^IifsTwngn^renffl^s 1 

viniTar: final icsi^ 1 wanr. ai Pu t w^W T ^ ^i an «i<f F^- 

7. fiwwn^ ^ntrait^t vwi^ 1 Ji^^WT^rarorgqsi- 

jraranr^ 1 

8 . w«ir*raraf<iftw ttsit I ^Entmi- 

Pnw’fmftmgsrr rrajm¥rt% sun^jrafare^^- 

*»T^I itiafymcwi% 5 ftsiJHifiR! I ^ra^RT«m^WlT 

ST #1^ I aural fsT«rfiTf 9 ftjfffs 1 i[<!tars« awisrt 

^ •s '* 

icRr waasiia 1 

9. aiK|4l^ TW^lftqs^sfrunt IT^: TTWi JnPTpT | 

*rwT% araaarsn^j^i stott jtWs i aitf^ nmnnsnsiaarTST ftw*T%- 
^f«T I jirB»»TTasfl yr ^q insro n i ig i airt^iPr 1 irrptT- 

W Tiunc ^siT^n aratsT 1 ^mraiiawfh 1 


PART VIII. 

#jr:: I waisniftJi^aircJir ftwprrfiisn 1 «%wnmlflfapawfi 
sar^sRfflfTlsr ^fer 1 wgftrr^a ^«%t iif<renrtis§r«t. 1 % % wy 4 nB^ na 
v^TTfk^f^ai*flisii«fiw(fiTnn^ 53W**hi jtpIv: I 

aiww w I ?itn ^ afisw sETT^r wntni^^ u%: 

aiPnaw vrasTWHi WRT^«n^lfar*is 1 

sp^sarm TifdiRft sann i ^ip^ignaJwfHwi^aManapft 1 w^- 
armi 'aar^s 1 



SecK. 2, 1 — 3J 


?JT^I 

1 *npnrew»mniTOT ftfe- 

wr^Tfl%^ Jim wm JnJnraw*rnT*ii4iHi^ fiwft Jnftjnfw^ i 
2. j|Wi4in«i«i«iw.TiJn ifh 

iTTO I Jt tr ft«wtr?w jW 

^ I iw^Tct Jif<w mn w iPnqw f^ ft JTPr- 

ir{Tf^f5wwf.i fjrawfwiftf*! % i 

Ji I ^ J ii muji Jiwq. ^>« i wjji JRrt ^ fm m i 

Pl^' fjStWJRP?^ wllftfiri 1 

jijWii I JB^R t Jn ^ KJ UJi ff ^i%T t ft»aJiraf<T« i 5rnnEimrc^’*i jz^- 
Jimrr^ iroft i TJRrroi^^Tft i ^fwHnf q utorwq 

I Jgi n J IT ^t Ut inU^at 


CHAPTER IV. 

1. ^ ^jffjCTJrfwnn f ir^ jw i fwnn ^ fjw%^ 
^JTJjfJC I ftWJCS Jrsf *t ftipi ICpI I ^ ^JJTfWBjfilV- 

f>niJiftwjiJwrR'Pra% fto? «wmn *r fHpi icfH wnrift* 
WT ^ PiwPiwjrt Jf #wf«i JJT^wwNph^^nft 3 ftmifwnrt w^- 

%fipn i wvw- 

fiRW« iim JrwTO^ Twr«« i 

JUf ^wrnwwwrar i 'fuwm.ftjjnn ^nftwiwT 

unmujpiftr i wrfjE*n^ ^it^rtVw- 

^fWrftJiTftwii JiTiftft w«Nn« wws ^Jrtfipjs I 

8. ^ f q^ l t ^M qpfi^ JW^Jf fwit ^JJ: 

W^f««tlJSrf?iqwirqPl I 




[Chap. IV. 


4 . vni^tuum^ 

^ 5 fwfts^rou^ *r ^iPn niiww imlarTpj^r^wj- 
jwrfW 10? n^ipTR^ injfi^: #(rftpng 

wr€(fSr I gi^tw4nwi?p I yf a^n 

iiwnftfcavi «iT^ ft^ T i Pra ^ ^^m- 

^ I wm^i I atrnnq^t^! l %Tq[5cs ^w- 

ftc*r» %T^w qiPW ^^is^arhqi^rtiwpBnrij^ ^qnf^fh ^*1. i 
«®n5 g ^ ifi ^i q<i:^<»imi q lq^ ti ii*<q Tt ^q» iwT ^ I >4 Tq . fwinr i 

qqqqiq^V ft’W wraspl' 5iiwrwT*iraw5f u*5mqi^piw^*r i iw^ %t^- 
%T^ ^ ^ ^wfiwquwifV i iC t "H 
fwihq: ^TsniWT^ i »w g finite ^ qf^ %Tipcro »r i ?w 

«pf "g.1 ^4i<eqaiP« t n^ q n ^ ^t> iT»iwT g ai xPri ^i^ imCw qiw n- 
Pu^p^mcnS^rrcfq «nrT «qre wft i «w «wt^ 

%T^* 53^ro:i? g qWrwwqi i ^pjwtct t*iq« i fi<^i^is »ff- 

^ras I ira^wwv I ^ri»r wwnpjt 

atn qn»<Pwfht’TO^^ fv.iikqw 
»T mawnwl^flw wRr i ?niT wre* 

^ipf i qnw? nun 

fqpg %i ^^4f n wft. nTft qnr ftwwi jpil*ng.i ^nra iwJxfti^TOT: i 
qW^cfiwht ^ waraiwigiq %Ki. w wfawWqi«wq- 
tiia i q»i.4^u»<m*< ftwwr J!»l4Tm?i i %T^5ft 9a g >€ t 
qqiqwiai^ qf XCT crflqx fif ff I 

4w ^ 4qiPi q i| q r !t < T ^qi.q>K4p i <:wfii4nrfM iC |q R 4 iq g*wifii- 
^iqp I 3wqiifi| 4T<is4pnr« i 

<H<iil4 r qiqffqp q a4a<iq ^rxoxfirftnxJift xiiw- 
iti4gwg.i 4tni i f%*ni[T« qnr qf w fi Pw nt- 
4niwi %4t ^ qi^ IT i <i^ xnxft 

4 401% I %xq^ 4%4 4f%0T« ORg.1 «iPltr%4 4W Ofix- 

nra qpixoo wfH I %4t qnrf^ ix^ls^iq^ 49 ^ liv 4f%vr^ nvi- 
%Wl « H P l T» l %T fl%5X*lft^TfiwBgi% ^1 | 



Secs. 5.] 


15wTJwn% ^ i ^SJzftJWTiRw i 

*nii^ n wjl?34t*Ts i ?Er ^ i 

%T^r *^w^S^TO’CT I ^i%?ir ^upTORiTwr ^inrw frfrsr ftfsrai: i 
5jr ^ «iTfltT ^ B%rw wfirai^ 

f9r*i^fl«^ I <«w ^T^«rrawf3rft*iiJwfwf- 

sPi^jf ^ fin>i?cpirwfq ^<»<tRwn:HfH ^vtiT siyrr 

•s ^ 

’crenRi *wnr i j 

6. ^ I f wP s i na ^r^^ ^T%r< ; r^Vf g fli^F< ^ *i ^ 

5**iT*i^i5wnt 3 %T^ urnwnc- 

%R^ ^wftPi %T^ un^ *rtT w3>? inTB?!’ *rp^s^- 

^13. 1 ftwww 

I inw«n1w n 

q«li^ f ^w i»gqT i 8 j ^ 3 f S»:’ ^ 'or*<Ri ^nwift- 
fiimPf Pinf i i snsr Tn%Rt 

^ *r %Tsfir *ivr i ^s 

f^we^sr 3W ?i^«i^i%5*f %rw fwfir i iroi 

’v fNrf^jPi%T«?w‘%R^ ?M^wcf^5fir fift ^nfwsrc jpimr i 

?raT ^ Pre.^?!^T: %l^4fl<^ir<|<t{IKir^Sit|«l«cl* 

^ra^*?WTf^w*n^*j f«^ wnJi i)[f«i finn^ Pn^^is 

uw%iw«t«i«nv^'qPi(l( fsfqiwin^Ri^qwfir »r uq^^f i 

i PiOuw q iw^q q q C l <egifM fwwT3.i 

qwT3.i wtHisiw^- 

5JT3.I iwwiPr ^'< gf % q Kqqnw n^q «<< i i 'q 

3 PrciNBftfeT vpn ^ W<in<<Cf^4|qiR- 

*^Oi^siM iHq^ q\ iifi 





[Chap. IV. 


I 

«r i <cn«^rH rT<w»nf?nfl»y^:Tt^ ^ fNt«[^3?n»ifwTO> 

»?t*w ’irnr^rit i 

wi«H««i« %T^ ^ JzVl^wwfw %TW ^ I 

ihjww.wi^ ^ %Tw< ^tihir fhPmr ^ifm* ^iraiJwwn 
’•BW'Pf^TfW (5R%??[.%T^^wnwnifr*iTO^ *jf3i*q^ranwj*n^5>qh4r 
iRil i 

5»mwriifTW**ft^w ^K€t w uiin ^WJt*?^:- 

*ir«ni.i *RiT<nrwat*n?T»iT4ii5^rew 

WT »i T fi r ft Bl»inig i % fi i i «i44.9iT«4(«<^(«(«i()it(ii«i«i«T% 

« t Oi^»i tii fywr ^^^* %wqfif 1 5tTJfl>TC- 

¥ifw m iiliwmi ^pnP|a»3 ^- 

mi^iveninqqi^i »w i»t9 ^^1 i iw «Rr*WTqtlT- 

^ I wigg a iy *iw ^gr 

iTiwii ^i^Eiut fawW i m firfh i »iwhwP?r<r 

woi I iRRPL ^iwm«nw?:«qKt% 

iPr 3 wreTsPt fwftw i ^nrofwPTOStt 3 

i t « iw Pi ir^ ^w«nwi T »TO«ppii« fhiw fiwkirw Pr- 

vm JTlIy- 1 1 

in5wii ^w<rnwifi^w ^ q < [ nnai(>«int I imiufi w ^^iaaw- 
iRfitt ftin*lniJCl<i«Mi^i*l'4uiPi<iviH I vpncf »w?rcwwiT aut^w*t*5- 
Hu ni P w^^wft ^a«i«w^»i T kwi vnKrnsn^ %nShR:- 

ii^»TOB ^«urw*<m^ I w© »naBh^w*f 

W^^lWTHM 1^*19 wiPiT^RWai MplMWiq,! ?n*l- 

I||^<l49l^l«n4.49 ««Tni341^P<am« I 

w<Ni3 I %n[??CT arlt^R I ’f 5 ^n’nww 

inr inJ wM« 113 . w*i irp>nW^t irror 1 ^- 

9ri.^iuiPmKijp<< ^■ yimt^ww 1 



Secs. S, 9.] 




I ra ma iimi 

^§WT mst ^ ir<<n 

^![^l 

8. ^ i qq vn « nn.w ^ ITPt- 

inn.1 w Tm% iitw ^ 

<iwi^ ipr; i ftpuRW^fir 

^4<i JZ^Ri ?lwr x^wtphw^- 

^w^»r ggi wrw« i ti^«^g^wq^w i(i%i^i<si- 
^Fwf^5g?ffliPWiifH I fi% ^ an^jswar Tpr i 

wnHUTOv ws«T5fir«r jz^upii ^rom jz^irpti 

irronfroisft ^sRwftanT l 


5 Lrl L’ ■ tl [i I kr< LH I 




;jnijiLH.,n'kiUcnJir^ 


9. «Rr 5 Pm Pmnt tt mfv jz^- 

mw I ?RWi% wwes Pm i *rw^ i ?nw ^ ni*. i msra^ 
*»<muD< iw ?RHi^ ft«rd <r«t ?t niftPr i ^am- 

#®i8i«T% fwtoTOwmnfiT nwft?«r5: i ^ toc- 
wiPff^ «n»piwi^^< 'n »rviftpT i 

WK«TOPmi^^4iar PmwitwwT tPi ^ PrnsfflPi Pnrram- 
m'cmn i 

swnPjpPFBrS^i.1 «R>TW Tpr to irps »TOimfli 
nm Pr I <ii i iiRifw<g< 8 ?wPi% I *f m«r giUT^fron 

^nRpT »r Pi ^wpj pR«8r^ sf?r wreiptiwT«i.^^niPiftnswRi i 
iwjRsr i toh? itw «^riw% 

Pm ?RMl^ ’IWT ?R«T% HiStPl I 

sR*rcw 5 ^iRTpi^ft^ncpiww i Pwns^rw^'WTpwwRw^Pr* 
miPnfniiPR^ mwwm«mw^Tp?Pr irrhs i ’jPpr: 

fpnri^ PrisjTOT*[tiin 4^<» t iP >i ^nipM<n.iPt«^ in^ Pwi imn^ 

iPhlff»l.l JWPlfl^ WTpl! JITO^ I 

ft«<iKi ! Wii i Pi « w%Pi < t»ft iitT ff wr^fTO?Pi I ^^pRn. 

«RJ I nR^sPt I. mt 5 

wwPmnwtP I ^ ^Pmr« w Pr«»%34^tTOi iPr i i 




[Chap. IV. 


wwpminsi w iT fPiw t g«m« ^ nw4frqwn i \ <»f ^«<n i P i p T % T i 
g nwi. ^ i il fj^ar *tTt^ «mptTp? ft a a iiO r 

»r naw watat fkm «'<?!«- 
ffhjawi.i atSf «iifinjiifan«i^via- 
»nf: I % m»fiHi«t#aiftf*.» ii aifiwi «nw^^rTa?rai to 

ahrt a^ ainsHPn aw «)w- 
«rmit «tn§iar[ «wn T ««ia*lmafhi^a Pru^^ftfa i 

19. ii?^j»n% aiat<^ [ 4 'a l i i ajffirtt aw?^ i atir w anrerfJn i ar 
?wr aflrft arr 5 a^hi’fi aii^irafH I to^wt a^jawn*§Tfa!Piwf w i 
aiHiiawi aii*aiv i 

11. ^wTs arProT aiawan q p w iawia faa^for 

atrtna« a^ <^aJf^|l^«lltl^l^« awti Jifhii%- 

unanwrar^Li am w ar aw i w^ijaq^Ttianq^wijrfqCTnCTi: i ^ 
arprafiaiaia Pr«%aw.,awhpis n a^ awpEaTaii,i whsaqar 

aif^TOit 3 f a a w w a ya a ^ a TOWnroamPr ma mil ar am- 
a rfiia ia a ^a arai ^ iaa>tftai<rtra awaLi aifrow 

ftarara^faftfir i 

1 2. irj awPr awtr^ awjrawftcw^ aW^wraiftiiwnaaa 

^aroafawtsaaisJ^iPr firro^TOTTOaitn. alart^^mrTatiwswr- 
pjipr ^1 a I ijqamjTOTaairTaHaarart^aTO rniarw- 

a»<a ra m, aiPtaw ^^aiamatanna^ a^ftwfmra^ni«af§«i%a3[. 
apn* fWtftPf aaaifyvaii ^a^il^rvarpj awarjunftwa^i inapp 
artip aa: we^^rai q naf«i»> qwijiaila: i fa gaS ra la i aiat ftai- 
9tAsw w awrm^aFnat faam mw* i a w aa^ fe afitaaraig^r i raT - 

aimii ar^aar ^ f ^*n art f a a %iPr jaiftaiw iWTO 
nwiRuiWwar^ ai ai ar ^<)a la ift aia f RfttT wnia t « i 


L.lLLL»LJ.^Laih;tLLL^i:rjEtL^IL^LLiLW.UiULUkik:/-lLUibtiU^tlAg 


aiaii a w Mwiftaf^Pia aanf ftitaa aim%wnLl g a aafaaw a 
ana a ^iwawL aiawwia i artwait w apw ftiaaa^aftafJr- 
arani waJii i iaiiaia ia i^ a ai^ •i ftrOi i laar^caii ta 
atcjian^i filVuta^ (hiiaaifiranf^aaiaiT^vaPiaHraPifii* 


Secs. 13 — 1 .] 


PwBnsuwf I WH. • 




iftnrti V 5 ww ftf kw ft jrkiT«i.i 

g eaf W i iwwTRff^i ^ ^ fkmm 

firmft^w^wnnTw i wJij 5 ^ ft*!nwKrf«^^e*ii3t<teT3ls 

tW Tf iwKni^ « I iwm«WR*j ^ ftwjhrojfir t?ieiij^>n 

1 #iw wt ftwr 

wrem WT ^ *lJilWTOe e^M^uwi. 

irttm. w™ *nft«n«m.i 

5 fift sinfrsft Pi#M*iifiwiCt 

I w I «j4air* fir^i4nplw ftwaw 1 ^ 

ftwipr fiwr ?Ri.fRmf5fe»i.i ftwir^w ii4m« ^t: i 

*wt ^ ^wwMsi^^i ifC5r^»rttw^ ^sfTs^Wt?E*ijfiraTftifff i 
13. ljft»n^rft^«PIIT^ fiUlTTMuifl* 

siviK i ^^ otr i hh|«ih!j^i« rut- 

wfiliq . WI%IT ^ I WW ^tW fipiT I 

fff < 3 c ^ r * Tra>r » m q T q . 1 irI ^ 1 m 

*R iRT- fiwfssit wi wi« I eii<leilu< ^ j^u> udtr fipraxw- 

ftftfr I w?n^ 5«wiftrfir iiwu. 1 m^raft- 

sw# I 

lipi #TCPwnn I 


CHAPTER V. 


PART I. 

1 . ^ <(jltH*lf^RlJl WWTR\JR»PB[I^tinp 5 l% I I 

unw^ftw^^ jitfJnPRft 1 isrwwftww ^ ^flfer 1 

I Pi w nt - 

1 ^r<wi fMwwiieHw^ Ti - 
wq^JUHWii I 1 nrc^ 1 

^uiwviiwiPwn^^ieiB^e ^ 1 fqi«qni <Jtvf wi- 

fflft I ^f|[W^ wiT^*rn I 



■ f , ^1?^^ (Clmp. V. l»t. 1. 

2 . i ir 5 infbnf^: 1 

%nrawi% iiftHTMWi ^RTsiwiit^i 'wwpr ftwiratftBwroir- 

WT^orawrewreiRf I 

f*w^ I 1 ?nT ^wfii ’rtJi- 

^ I ’Hprnrar *wi *i 1 

Tn WITT wwwiroft » na » i^P<Pi«i*<n i wj4m^ T j %nifvi 
n ^pii^ fSwTwifi»fir I fiwTOTjT 

^Iwi MiH^^fM *i ^twfflwon^ ^ I »inf fiwn^ isRl, fv^)jt<irT 
^ «i^Hiier8 1 «r^t ifiwf 1 inf?3Tif%nm 

nTjf ^Ivf irfirflwnt I %^q4ni(^iii^ fitwnft- 

I *n^ I ftw ?wiT^ftwnnftPww* 1 iw- 

«^: <g wO<«H<(^ | JT^WlWiI^ ^nipppw ftWT- 
I *re»nfNlg wwfir >aMfa^Mm^^wKW«L l 

iTO » Ki^ ^-iwranr^ uflnBwi?i^i ^uuw<iP i rft»< ^rnF^nrafiro^i 

vn ’«ni5qfwii^wsil fjfpprn^rf^ wSr ^- 

^t^w*rr« ^pp I ’HI wRw’ff^ *p8j % ii<>if)4«qfii 5rtppHT- 

3. ^renwift^reiifipffW I ^ 

iirtl ^t^mwT (ii5*hPii ^wn^fww^i iltm 

5 ^ "Wtw WT I I 

^rj w fBWT I n«ftw «ifm ^- 

nmm I 1 ijqq viap^ ulilf^- 

iif<^f^wi,i ^WT qwinT ’Tifir irg* fqsjz^jfv ^ 1 *n5« 
qw «WW *p^« f wiwRRi wngSr^ my 1 

^iJk^WWl««i^<i«iK^ H^TJTTH^ I 3Z%Ii|^r^Vr$)i|t 

vigA q nBiMAi t ^» r TOf^» qinjTwa^E^ ir^ 
iwpreii iireinni.1 P<fli^<wt*g ^ ^ q ^fi^i i i*i i 

gwrawrPr arfl^ !iwT#it qF«BWT ftwftjlw 1 twi^ 

<m<i w wn^* i ¥l»)q«tw^mw«3qM^‘ r 5 

iifawT JZuftiPlR?* fiiiftqPrwi4qR.« irmif^dic^ fi^ iifnrN- 
^ *1^ »pB«iuwrawift!^r «iwwn 1 ^<rvhiP(i «w%5- 


Secs. 4 — 6.] 




ii^<m^rarti ifir i vlsnf^ wa5*i ^ ^* 

?wct«i nftftnOwli <i«i4ir¥%4fW Hur^ i »r ^ ^ftw wi 

• I f, 

4. ¥l»qt vt^ fWWHTf ItTWm: | ftlP- 

*nwfeiMi®i5ifeitw ftra I ^ TOnw T tiwusi) i 

w q ^q<*i q wirtw q» l m<q i ^qiqqM*3iH ^qfJro’S: i i ftw- 

tv qt T ^ ^ 5 1 'qnftqnrerfijfir qjwi^ ui: Tf«r 

^ ^Ppnft *r vnqprqjn 

#prwf <l*wp#5lrT5ftqmft *iqft 
^%mj| 8 qt ^ qi i qwi^i<Hfl r<*iwq)Hn qr 

6. ^nwuftswi^ ^Ivn ’qrwnwfiwt^ wv: i ii 

ifirln: %?r: f^: fsiqrqqswjm^i ?nwT^ ^ fqrmfir qi^ qngc- 

I ftpqi^ *5*1: 1 

if^f mqrf wnnqiflfw i *ftqirqqiqiqFM««i qmqr- 

qq: I W qTO S i Wqqjfiiqiil I q^^lT i qi^ i qgiq q^qil- 

in#|?pp^i ^g ^q t fq % qrqr ¥»q*w qWjlf^qqi.i ftqi% ^ 
qT% ^ ?m« wrqbqfq | 

*qMr 5 fn«qqjiO«in *nq:q» i »nlr 4l%q 

qf^ q^sft qn.i qir qqiqiw*<'i|qi^qiiqi wq<is^ i ^nqt 
ftjqi fqqwi'§q*T(qqT^ q qiqfqqrarfqqjftqrw i qijqr qww 

qwnf^ qwt tRt qnqqrqrqqitj® fqqq« qqf^q* i 

6. ^qqpirqfq qifviifq q qqqqii qrriqRnqiftqirq qirwr- 
qq«iq qr^TW^vhfqfqqT «nqtr qq i qqqi^ qi ftwf qr 
^1q3^ iwfqqiqs I qfq ^tri^qt ^jRqq qqft^ qqi?I.i qqfiwl q 
qiun <iiiq<«|q qwTsqrJti q^qqpp*’'^ 
qqr qwt qqi q qqqpi. ^ ^i w fqq i ”? : qsm q qf i 

qtqr ftqqsqfq stfuqTaq q q^ qqi^i iiwi^iqqqwieiy^i 
qq^ttftqj I qq qwTqiClq qiit fiwnf f<.Pwqiq> <n[ i 

fqiqr qq JT^twr qqqqwiqqr qq qqqqrqiqqrfl^ qqi u^W 
qq»r qrqi qqiiTOs i qinq^Rq^iqiqpiqft q qqrtq qqr ?W«» 





[Chap. V. Pt. I. 


w i ww^iH vf WT tmpM i 

^ ftwfh ¥tvr *i twir wn^ 
« ^ I ^PWtRfiwipiT fhtt ’anWiniiT i nfiwnsuT w ^ 
>iiltvf *i f wrpT I »irfefl»i^ ?njT irniW 

i f*rfe§r*Er^*nfti%arpT m® i 

7 . I ^firowif w mww »»%q.i whft wl m- 

?i^ nf*RTi«mTirf*n w %r$ wtJ ^ flj^ I 

«fl 4 i»iTO (h’lifw 5 

irftinii f^ ^ lRfi ^ ^^^<^P ^ »»ireira^ i ^wit JiW^- 

I iRiywT wmTOft n ^ 1 ir«i 5 i%wr- 
’nn:« f i iM ig i »i l vcrar^i wl^«nw nft j ii 4 t ai^«ii f H VWTq. 1 
«p?T% irh ^cy prt y w wg i ^ fiijwiq . 1 

w(M<lai(i4*«wi^nift ^ ^ I <q?wCT tnfh ijtwwrhi- 

*T^finswn*^r^niT 4 t?r *r?rr i ’'raiw^*flf%tiifh wiwrfhfii^ 
»rfh^ wh(5v^^1»n§: 1 

»t5 ?8Tii*itjj?rT: ^r»ii^vrT ft*iT wr»rij»T ^iflpn 5 ^*r V«i^ i 
<wi|tiwiJ|in»ini«ini *r ft^s I I i i ^ «i iimw i TO Pni ^ »«i5r ^?w%^ 
?r^wi^: I ^raiCT %nf|*atTsPf 1 tr an^ 

tni% I JTiW ^f!w wSt »rwT%i '^rgjrifh 1 ^aT»ii?i% fhiS 

^f(i% ^ I 1 ^luifh- 

^wi rfir mi^i^^imim ur ifh ^ Wf l *iwn%T 

iHRtiiTO ^5^1 ’iwiftginr- 

I u f hnw^wqf q irgtq qiStvranpnfqqntr 
qiHpSfh ^*wii 

8. *rqT qrH irR^ »n^ ^^nftpwrr^ ^fliinjnr 

qr ^ I »TqT pft^ qStvr 1 «?rcnRr qWqW^- 

iim!nri»qfqwt*w»n3 1 vNr ^fflqqqrqwst flwwt 
qrfv PwOT qfii 1 

«rtqSlvwnPli 



Secs. 1, 2.] 






PART n. 


1. 'sw irsr sivi «i*i^ )B»f 

58^ 1 sinml ft.8# Hfipw ^rwp i ^8^ vumwnr- 

f3lfWT»rt S»I g*| 8 T ft P 8 !^ JWt% I 


f w8t^*:«nw^8 1 
1 88t»n58 y^^psnnt «8T8t ^flw 

siwt fipnfq 8T I 5 i»i#f si8 »r < !g q i <l wpirfl fivirmiA* 
I 

I *1*1^ I V 8 ra- 
^l8| 8^1 8iii^s#l^fiT iwriiTi RsrrsT^npw^l 

^P8ra^ iw nwT ^t*iT ini, ^ctiw isnien f^nrn 

sraT ij?i^ft«%iii ftm wwPr i ?8 h^ i 

iif«w*n?wip$: I *nwJi.i ^ ^ Rsfuu ffw wii- 

^TfSrann^ 8^,^?wsiTur. g<i8n*in8Ji^w(a «r ft wr sn gR »TO’ t^ i »r yp 

€k e 

siipra^i^rcT ijTWT* I *wr ^ «TOfin i irtlvr m- 
iiwpit 5fTRT ^ 8^fMt I ^i*m wjiFT 5 iwR^ w<m i m»in 
^qiTJCRT W]MiqwTq.i q^RwifWt I »n*mr8- 

m8i ^ fiimft sm% ir 5 5'wwhipwra! 1 

vcTsrwfii wra^rrat *^w8i'#wifJiwf«<*iT8 wwrnw 1 


*ifjl3lit 8 PW 8 fwSH3[. 8 EI«S«BTS I fir8T3nin% fttfti- 

¥*rq. I ?roT 'n ’fWJ I ^irorrat ^rorins l sipnwqiT- 

3Fgq^wqrfbwi«i^^’Jlf«^! 1 »j ^ 
*RT wqBT»*iT*innq. ^i(f«f?r qwfnfr 581^1 *wt to% 

qwiPlt qWT«r|^5fi| q'q^HSIl’PJQqjSKl^lilq^l’^lUjqqTr: J WBPCT 

^1fhq4qiw*nriii^iTO^w«fir l rw 5 

v(&m ^nrtHwrqnrjjTOwrfflflr wqi 1 

2. i^Nqpq fiflrtlinitT »nfir 

OwTT *>*1^ I *ngw «iq. ^Tq. 3(*<iC|*<wiq.q qf 1 
«fii in w e^n.irwii q n% irgu^- 

fof 9»n8i I ^qi^ritqt- 

nCliflqi ^wiT *wRr I . srt^iqnfr mir 

I iPTO* I q^q; ^q5»w 

Rqij Ifqq »w ifqir sw *iq^ 'iqq^u^fif 





[Chap. V. Pt. 11. 


I fiiWl' I nfJrfh %tW^3- 

vm I ft gui^ ^ iai »n»vr 4^gwi.i 

i^in^ ftnz^fviain^inifirereT »nigf<< i ai oW- 

f«f»I^ITpr ftPWRWWn^^ WWTWmfRl. I 

fjrrfl^JNj^ «FR **n^ wt Prunit Ptott- 

ai^HK]^ I 

8. ’CTfWSrufirt 7n?Eiiar I *nnfh jnm?nrm»rt *h[ht% 

Kwprt iTO»rwBfhft;?iPrt iifhf«iii4ii ffwmt u^*n% 

I ^ 4^<i*i: I ^q<r ^ni<|«i«i»^m«iNM(h{«q|«ii^Pr | 

^mPiPsuT ^nnTOT Pi4»n 5>5 jtt Ptwt 

I *nipr Ts«iir^ i ^ frwpqt- 

fhpcPr f^rPrwtnureftwPniPiTOT i i 

4. i ^ng^Pnitr- 

^1^ igpT fftB|«TiWT% g 

ii|^ kPt ^JT*rr*pi*re»r*T I #wwra icpr 

g ftTOiww*-»r<i ^ T^ ^tiP i 

ft««%cfirt?r ^ipireiTOTO^ ’"ft* 

«ia qft^uiraaf 4*la«0<(<i urif^ *9TWro_ I ftWT?” 

«t ifi.» i i i «ifr (n nftwT ^ c ifi.^^ roi [^ypw p C[pi 
6. PrupN^i 

^ftvr ir*< 

g<»tftjnPii «wwftPra%i ^rownw- 

ifh gftwwfiw f«nN »r < Rrom % P«^ 

I wg^ ff w trgnt gfvfit mpw tfir i 

^ gfiwtrs'PiRi* i w 'n 

•1^ I iwifq iron* I 

W8JIT iifPiPi^Tjfl’TOPfi gPonn^ gPiwgPwtr jnjro r 

%Wn w ig . yi^nww^t i 
tP» qnipq^ii^ lfiPwifiw i^jPr I 

g’nPwT^ g*ns Pnftinfewpri wPwr 

*w w[^ iraftpnii nm w^iiiiw«m^^ ^ramrai 

m’dwnnwwtg. gftnjwwi wg<iwi*iig. *j^Kfh,ti inpi^ ^ 



Sees. 6, 7.] 






applrt i«*ftH«i|iHpK|Ri WWW I «|Sf 9II?N 

ftw OT H5H3t?EPnw *if5pw i 

»f 5 ^iftr ww fw^finiiw i i 

g fwniWwwwT^wnwnm: i war wft’ fWRm- 


I *)i«i*ii^« w n%n^.f n wwswifinn^ 

— ^ •» ^ A e ** -ijM..,. 1 



.1 WTCTTWWfa^flWT 
f««JTw I HT^ wru a ^ ^ 

wwwmq^l wwwtwf JT^ftar^ I ara^m^>itra»i 

w fi iai gftm ai a qaiyavo^ nwtH i fig*n% ^wianfii fig- 

fiwr^tg^ aiTnwfm ww 5fgg Kif«akw.%iga farftfirfiwinp i 

6. aw altffiiaiggs i f iyi ga ^Pmifi i fa fig a^ a wtnraigiisfi^ 
’Hgwwifaaw:^ figgwwgaaiwai%^5 ^a a i^tiiai f iipi wreift wrat- 

vm ai^ wranw guFiii Pu^i ai < p w r gfi a ifiiai^ 

aWf^agwRurawii a ’a 3>» i rf | g^im^i«ii<n ’ q^ t ^<winLnig*nf^Pi 
aiiPli fmnre; ii45w)w ga jaw*iift*ig*iajBk«i<i.i fi»n*3*n% smrai- 
fiiangfawiuj*is541a«n<t I ga »naTajpi5f>T- 

sunwifga^twifta^ aroaiPi f ww g^rantwimc i apgrg- 

aaPnftP»gac*iMuga*g *igagaiait5»W3i^afi«fiiaigi aWit gawi- 
awwroaanwftaira ^ 

7. aHN uPwifa awitaift n gaftfbw w i ' ^ iw wiw a iaii^a a - 
a i P i f<Wfi4nwii ^ ^r t aftaiR t ntwaigg gaiftairo i 

awr^ M a nftp i i n rf»l, i awrarfa an am^ w^am I I a piam 
a^ g Piaaii ^ ’^hIal faT*5«i% ftarw^ fjnaaaflHNtarila 
»»at» a aa ia t aip ift <<j(«i a fi ; awRt<tawniai i 

ftmi ^ aT<.ian5iaiaaa*ifinn a t i a iwnaw » aftaaaiafa g fwn g h 
ai^ miaaaia itai^a aaig^a ai^N ap^ap l a ^ awftaaaaaawx- 
fW gaapaiat awfWroifinnaawj ^a rt a a n aa iauft a iaaai a iic- 
ang I • g ai ancacaanart ainfaaiw i ftwamaiai^aifit agjwi^« i 


[Chap. V. Pt. II. 


Jiwippireiftaw ir ww- 

JTRnfJWT *r i ^p^n'W^rr^f" 

I tns^nf^r *iT*a i 

5f«^Twn% 5 ftw 5 % »qK^ft«nt^^‘ \»^^.iMaii«ma ^ maaa r$- 
awTainii*n% ina^i^q«iif%«44ni«iimf^4.w n g ip?^- 

^ai 5l«i^4)ntiftan»(*{^i ftri ^ wn- 

^ grg^wrm ’apura a qu JtH^ ^tq wai mi wi ^ nr*i^i^ »ir ii fimft^ 
apt^ ^PiiflwilViaiiR^iMJ xfi»wt flnS<BWixii 

xnnnq^i^nf^i 

W^ail 5 ftftiPll 

8 . ^^nfpip 4ll%iii«i«ini««. ffir 5 fSmr- 

t5X35ftnrw*PX'cwTOanfiTOnEW^hx^w*it xgpipts i 

xS^jwri^^niiww^ 3 3 Pn«»xi^ ^ ^ iwUaxft^nl r »r 5 i^Artt- 
«ift«iPCCT*fR:»l I xwifr axwn*^ vn 

^rtwpp fwwAr 1 a w ft gaii i nna iWRit 

ArcniTyirapqtn^m^i q^Mxiiwm ^ 

q4.wiyn fqi t qn i .i 1 nwii ^f^iArntunw 

qPV ^ mi^qxrei ^ q q|* WT a ffftw qwqM^q|q* q qmqr i q<illP> 

T S qtftJI* !! ^ W SApRWt I 


fttl I ^BW13 W «W«W*r qTOi qq f n » » n it q^<.| f ilH < nrM% TC 

^ n g qwAwi y i i 4 i rniXfi.*ii i 3» 1 

^’VfT’WW WWURI^ I w ^113,1 

q w i<imA w n j [Si|qqwqiA l ^iq qwq tA l !A>> i ^l*vqT ^ wqmr- 
^^^^11*1.1 xmwBi^^qnqnPi%%i[jj I wnRRm% Y q’oAt virsc** 
iqqj a ^ uft^^Wq xq i Al «qn A l^^q WHlAwwl^q 


^m«44(qqiq<Mi<L yi^ft gyyq riiAwrt ^AniraqTqqnrciftnn- 
iwT^^qiwHig 3«AiAr ^ fqjAi^i 

9. qnnqnii% lanr I qrflaiqwimt^ qianimqi^a*'! 

qnift iA r nR>nf S imi^iri«iwi<< <t <iwl wianr w^iRm' 

^W t i<l5 < nMqqq» W« I 



Secs. 10, 11.] 


II 


4<9 


Pmr g ^ n ^ l ^ar*. 5^«iwr?t- 

^ig^pr I ar5?T fqjnnOi ?if^ ll ’^5^ W- 

I qif t n pqi f^i jq l qlXii^ t I qqr qjjr^iraraf^Tsws^tf^ 

unafimr iquramam i tlq ?n^|qminsqaasiT3iw^ 

anpni.1 q<M a nq(* r^t w^tq q fig w qfq »r;qiwifq«*qTqt i 

qr ^q fqqr^ t cT q r wupnwrar »rrf»5qffr i ?fq*n% w^*- qaaronT- 
qnii qt iPwqu q aT wnrwrem'tq 5a:qinOTlq?TPl.i 

^Iw i tic t fq q qftwtqrqr^ PraanfH i qqrcqar anqtftOTif*? i 
iwifir n i fjiganfi r qq; fqjEJirfir I I rq«^qq*ii*»ri- 

troiqm I I qrsrerr: ^ran qq‘ i qi^T- 

qTwraftr Tiw ifi ra ftqcft gPT qfii I q»i m«w»qi|slfqqTqq aiigs qnnqjr- 
qaT^RPR I 

qRm^ tr sngwit f qa«. f q q[ H E : g»q g i q at rf t[ ?ro^fws^ i qqrf 
^^raqs I ftqq JEmuTJ qisqraT jtpI^ %rtts ^pnj^i iiqvn^ w^qn^qr- 
q*nt «>%fiiigftf?r i qB w r mq q iO i i 

tqqi^ q^awiqqeft | ^fw- 

^ ^qjr^Rpitr anqpq qf«r wii%i!iPR i qqTaRBif<rq»lT 
anftilT iflwr ^ qrnq 

fqqflnsqiqrl fqqflPrt wRfqr'^qr I 

fq?rqjt$q I qfeWTB qr qpnfiwr ffq J^qaiqFCTRLI 

10. mtwnrrqqw i qr ^ if qf qq i ^ ^ qvf q ^ qr^ q qiqqmqnl qg 
entfqqr^nnqpqw qrqiTf^ qipifii^ qi»qs5 qqfqiq^^ 


ftwnT I 

qqqjiTiSt qnwweq^qq I 

qq^nsijj^i ^qq^ qnrarJwM qwqr jnRqftPr 
inraw % iT^ JTPlqftwqTqniflqqt^ qr qufinq i ql qfrcqw- 
arq qafjRPi^jRnqsqqpf (ifPnwfiiR qqft ir*^! ftqw- 
q qq nq q n H q^qw w ^a ’qm^taiqwm.i 



11. q^ fqqT%? fWts lBqniIPI.qqT OTtf ftqi%njq: qi{ 

I qqrr qttiqTqqj I fq?pqpfq qq[qf ^pRj* ^nqa: vmi qi^t- 

mqwqqftr «meinllT g fpiqt I 


ftqi^q^^jqqiqqt g qwixqinqt qpq«»qt q^ q^ uroniTfi? i (qqi- 







[Chap. V. Pt. II. 


tt tnEint^nqT- 

**Trfnfii«4i i(h« I 

nn I »r ^ w'jfinraT mrmnv 

srjfWT?^ *^T(|jniflwii*i^fh ?T^n i ^nraT% aar i ^g ^ ' ^ ! i 

12. %T^(«i3i!i I 

^k’CTMT^ »iT3i I ^ Jngftfh I T(5r 5 TOnm.! 

13. IraIra^ra|%T »ctrt cR*n% «ris 1 "W- 

»rw*n% *is3nf*T an<*rra<w^T^ 1 

14. g^THitB3I!<jin«<nf«^ l<5*< 1 ^ WIT «TOfw I WTJEJWn 
PiCTfli I iwsnn^ ’g weg^is vNflfSms 1 «n?rar*ft^ 

*t ^ i?nf?tT gr «PRirat ^pilgreT» ^inragt 1 gt^- 

^laliiRT^^nici^i gnRRajJTO rnnw^wi 

gtnj^ ^ I ?fi§wi3>^M(!fl*ii3iqii ^islrgn 

gl^ JRgTRTq,! g 5 ^>W- 

WT?I. | IPPT 

"g ^TC?itrgTf^gi^»n% ^snn^t^s 1 gfh ?wp^ gRftpr- 

gnwR^nft w fro- 

^ gfwwiq.1 ggT ■g g<gg«^it | 

W*rfh Png^aTf g g iifiJw i 5tgi%g 

WET Rw*EW‘ 


5gH<yg<i<MgWllH I 

w i^<i i my* ww I mijwRyRRwi g^giwn^ *TO?:Tf^ ^ifint- 

»njrawTf?w5^ iroi qfi ra Ra^*n - 

ftwcs I 

15. q nwi^i<^« i *<ig*< i H41 ^i f if iwaaww- 

nwL gRroro gft ^ 1 gi p tfitgrw- 
(ififhRfh g<ig^nmggg«nw 1 gy mft g un *w 
wtup vUfsfipfK. unit ^«rginfiniTc«reT^ 1 gpqropn 

fin r i ^w w \ 
tfii ^tvifw«ngs i 


Secs. 1 — 3.] 


CHAPTER VI. 


1. fympin% ftHunrarci i ?n 

w I ^ tr imTftft i 

fOT?nii^rq.« i <ti » ffN » t rge »»i ^ fsr<^lt#*r ^ig^’ i g*TO ^- 






»r ?n^ aiTtinn{Tf5<iiiiijT«raifflPr i 

2. 44<iRdi ^ra^grows wsjt jzift- 

vsitit: I Mi.<{m<illPl ^ 

n<<l*iii $ iiM»jra wi q ,i '<pn t ?Tq ^ fingar^i 

^ g <[wn« ir >r ti t ^ ^ gRtg«rni[i ^ 

«n!^iraflw. I %Ti^s ^TRWJi^ f^rasff^w rrsjftrfi:^ ii m?g 

Wrff ?r f q ^ rt i^g^g ’^^^nfq 'sw q?qcepernirt.q ^«Bnn*im*i: 

^cRngat I ^jg^rasraiq^ ^wfir- 

W ' aiqn<»g «q^WTHTwqwflr*f*!nirT ^i%>r C^jqrar. i ^qfro- 

$js ^ i ^ t wrfjpwnnf^ sr w i 

W ^ ^^ 5 ^ 5 ^tr Tf«T I ^ WftRl*WT3lT^ r*R:- 

^«ii «TJt»n^ qj^s:^ ’STT n qwa I wRTJnwi qTR 

qraqf?! ^r^qro^L i qw qnwfq q^ q^ qr qrnq- 
sSlft I ^iqqipa qiH ^HinRsiqqi^rfii qq^jqqiqrnqqqrqT* 
q qi qiPqw Bitq I q^fT qnqsguqftfqfqqqT qiqq JZTjiqmq 

lf]nqqq^ g^q i q q nqqf gqr q qiqi qf«f fqqqi q qq^% If ^iq q qq^i 
JZ^pnqRqifqfq q4qt^ fqqqqi mfHqm^fqw i w q irq qiq i qqq wm- 
tqqqqtqnqw qKqraqw^f^ Praqqq^qqqwnqFcrfqfqqqrfq q q qmqw 
ftrantwR^i 

3. 5 qrfqfrl fq^qqtq' qr^ Pi^fqqqfq^qqrqrf^qqrq^- 
qf^ tfliq ( q ^qifqq^ q^^qfftq qnwmqq wn \ qsqqrq^ qqwqtm 

I qiPwTqqn%s»^q qqsgiRfqqrfq qq»q5 qmr q tn ^pq- 

qm^qrr ^ qq i q^qTqfTOqiiqTHTWIq fqq^MMH i qfq *CTfq«q- 

qr qfqg HWTSq^qwrftfqqiqs I qq q^t^qq^qr^ qTOlfq 

^qtWWtqqqwqq^rqwqqrqiqiRrqTft qiqyiqfqTi qiqRqw qq9%- 

«iq§q»H 



V 


^ ^ ^ ^ 


[Qiap. VII. 


CHAPTER VII. 

1 . ^w5rT3ffl>9T3 1 

!Twi w^ir I flWT^Him?! i?«q 'fcw»ga[tw 

I ^ Bf«nfRWT Tt I flf(OWlfttra%fir I 

’atinwi fjjawhrani^ »jiBiai<ntii<f^- 

tre> siR^^fgtra^ I fzsrfi^wnipg^ i 

mjf f^RiTwnwt^ «WTw>TsRr «fnPi r 

»Ttii»i fw ?iT>n«ii?i^ ^T I mt vmw«i ^*5 ft^nmf i 

^ R ^t%»r I 

wflT^**iiJi5n5iriij<4<j«!nn<li5^?>T«iT»»fit »i;**rt 3W! w^sri 

»p*TCt»g ’*wnj. 1 *wpto ^wtsnn sCtflw- 

I 5315 ^ ^ wi 1 

^RwmunfTOPiw ^33 s*iT?iT^ w dtnfq 

sqwftrafTg^rrw^ ^nwrStf?! irf^n^traiRPcit inrf^fiifHir 1 

2. ^rfwiauT’freJTOW I ^^nrsw^HTC f^*li I 

5T froiaq sni^ B »n^r3s>3i^i ^ ?rn- 

^ I ftw?iRrSf f2(*ii«j3^d I wdnt mRTiT wtm^ ^ g 

%r!if*iWT fwT39*i. I 1 f^%T- 

5T fWTSqT! ««»jS 1 fiW^lTSTW ^T ^ 31 

froiairT: I sr ifa 3^?rH3rtnTt?i.i ^nr$JFrai»^iHn^^- 

ir^ ^'51% 1 d^T<Fd«i«i«T ft?Eirafitra*nf^a^ft i ar 

ft mt ftwar: siwi^rfd fjCTPBT g dm ^ 

jirft: I #w(^’ ^rTJtftreftdriaswTd^fudJ i ^ ?> vNit toisit- 

^ dgwnfCTT ^ i Ta mft t ^ ^ ft dt ^ ;3<w fft 

^’ig.i »ntjt<n i ^imd g p CT 3 i 1 3nntT jzmwiftH^itPriwwTJi! i 

3 . fij?s?cf g^nfN ^T?raR. i crofts i g^^r- 

i‘RW«iif< fiig^wrpiTft^ 1 3i3«»n^ ^hw^rhwtw i 

4 . ^ fwi«is I 3 r» ^^fiRwntr 

«^i 3r a» w ^3? ^wR T *w3n3ip ^wftr % ifir i w 

ft waqwit? I Mft^< R 3 l ftW^I *W ^ 9 »r 

ftw*j.fft ^ftRrg.1 



Secs. 5, 6. 1 — 6.] i 


5. *T ft*rnr! i ^»n ^^waiwi- 

^ I y«i*T) irf?i g^T^fwieqwjj,! qvn finE^^Tfr fronir 

I 

I 3T g ^ronrnwj nnaiirniTCfiitwcr i 

6 . fq<£K;<i|ir<|tlvtmf^<iyM^T qjlill 
fr iraif%mf*raT sr i 


CHAPTOR VIII. 

1. ^ fWUrPlf^^lTftWs I I TlfcTcI^'«r: 

31^! 1 ^>j f ^ fii ; g t m TCiT w^^ns ^wsput: II <i«r! nfer- 
?r3f: I ?if?[ ^«T ^in?*r fwinsjR^i^ i nf? <?5 ?t 

s^qjw^^nifjJiT fifl ?s5TJfT ?fft*THT: ifufiif^ Q<*iiF9r- 

iTiTKii ?TOTT ?fire! I ^pfww^iflFfroraT yf?r i anr^rsfir i fw 
flRT ufh?T! aw ^jlK^MMIPl ’W’ I ^h^-BT ^ fB- 

tTff I wjafir I ^prati' arT«w*ifva:1’ Barr i 

^ ^ ^fWwfcftrer «f<T I ^nftarr fnirafiiftfaf ’ff i ^«r 

I faifcp^: mftm?[ir«i^*it »:«rw I 

2. ^BiBK%S*ajW%T B wrfw faR*g?irarWERai^Tanf^T *re5lT: 

^TTOlair: I WOT g »r(n^^ I ww w: I ^i^erafii 'BBiit a[igaiT*B 
ai^ftflii I t w»!i aiTBW|w*i.i 

liraf^WgiBBTSaa I 

4. fwiatwriNr ^wiftseT awn i b gBfwTifNOTft 

awtwnrnm® vmmianBTB i 

iWR’J^BBrftarr ^lBf5l'BOTi^«iiin,*il0i^(ci Pi'^i^'iKTBTa^TS I ^- 
^fR^I ^mMeffi ai f ^ananargBian? I fapSHB ^ aiTBs ?IOTT«rt f%*lTJHIT- 
filft sBTaRnWTgi 

6. ufBcnf^ ftlP*lfNfWWRI^aiWTg.l BI^T *f ^Tfiq%f?- 

«nf^| %ar OTraaH% ^PlBa: «.<*ll^*.uie»mail»5s I 

6 . ?|jl^i^t*<T»aanwsft IB ^uFlBres i ^Itotp ^•• 

eirn^a} pigwr aroranfOT* i fa^rar: i^4ifKH«(nu%wBi^icr^T: i *w 
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7. I I ftaft •! 

wfPVfXi I qftip q^ranrq f^ ^wtwwfinrt i ?W qf?f?raif«iwinf 

I amjirrs fi <t ^ « i l i i ^a^?i.^rwfi5*rricPri nuftrarf^: i 
iifaw^imT uPwwf^ i R fiw w^g 

«rfcra5l^iHr«r fw?jr. m ft Jronf%rtt wwlft ^ i «ct fft 
jpwprf 5fl^ft*iunm*i^wifl I 

8. ^ra^Tifti ^w%reT arra^ i inrwiwftw- 

^ »r ftw^ ^T#T I 

OTwftrsi qaf ft p iPi^ffl><mi t ^rntft ym.i 

*l ^ ^W.«^*«il fft 3>Pf* 

w*npraTS^nwtw^ 

9. ft^TTP§»n *m'«iTs ^Npn*^ I iRt 

ftnro ^5Cft?tTs ftWPftlMl^lT I WRWT <)ft 8 n:<tm: r 

iRTf I len^ wnV i ^rftewt 

I aift^rRuffl! uf«i^rBtt?r ^ i 

10. BiTiiBW. I ftwProt^Bift ftrn*^ i wnwift^ 

I BBT BWfts I BOB B«% I Bfiq- 

^Bt* BtfBBl ^ %Bt BBfwilB^ 1 fqrnCBinB^ BB.' I BW- 

B^ft^^B BTftr BB ll%tlRB.I BBT BBT ft ftB% BT B B^B 
%T5W BBB BOTb %T B fBBT»I.B BTf*BBS | B TBw ft«B r^ Cft<lBl'i) IBIB - 
fBBfBB: I B UB T B B Ib : ^TW B^TBTBBBS B^t I 

BIBBlIs I fBBI^^iS^ftBBB^ BBT BB« B«i I 

«B«t % B BT t B >j COI^ B BB Bft I 

BBBTBBOB PtBBBTTBTT | BBO^^B Bft rfft* BPOlB BTB- 
P<gBBB I [*B« > B %flBBBBI^fi*jB» JTtT ^BBTft- 

BOB Bft WB! I 

BBBPt I B*B BB 1BB > » 4bH BtIPb «0B^ BBftfB I 
BftBOftBT fBBCBBTBIW^ BTBTBTT ift BTB» I 

BfcT ftBTJOBfBBOfBW » 

CHAPTER IX. 

1. ^ fBWWIBOl I BB BTBB« I B^BBTBT BBB» BB>B>W BBBT- 
ftBTt I BB^BTOBBT^BT B BfUBO I BrBPn<(.BfB ftltftt^- 

BlftBTI BiBi 3 T$tBr 8 BTOBBI ^ I 




Secs. 2, 3.1.] PwmnewiTfroi^i 

I ^win«iT«iT «n?itT flft ft*«Kr «fir ^mf«r %fVrn 

^r?r*5 CTi^ftwurr wr^i tirwi*»gwm ^%ci»i^^wwi ot- 

S®fift*nirSft «w?ri *njT cwrPrs l ^wn%*r TOirt 

vni.1 ?i^ ]z%i ^^nsjftrat 

?>irt <n ' <gii ^ s iT l t' < it 'sxRjvr- 

«rejft *r fwPff I ?itnfir ?!■ wnn^if^ i 

^t^R^a^ntRPitft inro ^wpir 31^5 1 

f^nnd iwf?r 1 ’sw *r fi*5Pn 

*twfii »r ^raPi«nfw I ?n %5* ^<nijraw<JM9«miiyi 

vraitn ^rrt^s 1 ^srarci ^ ft «t wsrardiCTlfer 

HW I 

'5r1«p ^*rra»wftjira icfiri ?R«jft*TOt3*rfH 

iif<niT^*jft 1 ft f*ra?retTipr- 

ftflnt% ftwwiiftwwiftjy^i 1 ftwrar- 

Pi^«rpi^>c*T^’r?TC5 ft5ift^T»mwrr «rnwTftnrm«r xft ft^hro- 
>5^ 'w** I <igf<itift^i^i<fg ?ifi? f^raren ^ifr ^ar^cfronf ^^r*! 

lOTrapJtJir^i 

3. ^ w 1 iliihtt HT^ftao srro «m I ww ^[tw»i 1 

ftHnranSumr q^^^ft ^ ^f< r ^<^^ ^T ^ qqiiwrf qr wi 

^ fra*q^ 1 qr qratit ^ wro TO^rfftrs^qs^- 
iPl I qiqq^ qirani i[Rt 1 

qft ft*nRwqqi.i 


CHAPTER X. 

1. qw ftfinrtpw^ 'sw *3^ 1 im qnnqwt 1 

1 fqwnwiqqi ^qr ^qq: 1 

ftnun® ft3J%iqqf^ ftqnfq^ %»iftj^^ ftsqsqft* 1 w^- 

ft^iaqrftftt q i ift q ^qqfti^ 1 qqrfq ’wftqqitrsft 

qii ft ft q qq ft^qqn^» vw^ qftqr^’Nqpnqn^ 
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irnwl^sin^ ^^nnrniT: i 

f^wnr^ir ^ fwTJt^ f»w^ TjTtWi i jtot i ^- 

^WTffl *t4 I ^ T ft f ^ ’ M IW ^tlR Tq.l J2%8 I 

*IR^i| ^«TrJWTOS^ 15lfatij«TH%^ w 

lBT*aira^*iT!i.i ^nfamRTa ^ ?rt»I 

I jftwji^*njn^ 3Pa 

?rTfi5w»?^f^rii fpsf ^5M%T i aR'^a ^^wrai'^ia^r 

PiKW I ^arePrftfif iirs^TsrnRt ^?iaaa*iti%g ’URsi.aiii^i 

f^nga*w ijft»in(rai f«R?fipwi i 

2. iiT?:?! I ^PRWBimjjT^’niftireTs i ft*nirpit «^ni;$’!iT! 

mw^RRWRTs I snfcWT^w ^ i f?r«wr »n?R« - 

iirfroasTs’nr^ i 5mi%aTs ftrar %t% v;^m ^rftW'TM f rowiatiJ i^ ^ - 
^w^jwafi^a arT i TOaifafa iii»{A<iaaia. i 

»aT^*rfaaarrai%>T w i firHiir ?rf^ WTsfq a%c^%wt iraai. 
5wfiifa ait^^TWwrtr i 

crofasi ?fnTB wr?: surer! y iO a « Tntai ftfa*PTrq.i 
fSnia a ^rainrawf^a^ i a ^jrwrfiiara a^^jatrfR! i yaiiwaiaaai! 
5[#?a[ I afa^jra^ ^ fplffasnal a area! n anirTaj^n'aa^ 

iBajaaTfa^ fairf* I ii^raaia aasr^rnn i afinnret aifaaaa i awa:- 
fflfti a%tsai%ia»re! ac^reaa! i a:%ifaaW% ara sstaifa i aaa- 
arf^fafiBijl^ai faaraaaaaararaf^are! aaiaar aare! i 

vm fttar afa aasaaaTfaTfaaiarilW ftt iif w fir f a a «rfaaaia i 
arareraaaaiafa apraiara i anaareanara aaa’^i i 

3. aiaaiijaiuipia^ faai! apraar ft aa[ <«n w «ijtaaia<nta fawa! i 
afiffarerera^ w^5|f^ a ft aia iat PiatfW i 

4. aa 3 ar^ f^reiaawifia af«aariarei » i faarwranaaaraaa- 
a p R^g a aafa i aa ^af^aren ai4 aara sw i ftare aa ap^ atar- 
aiat aaaia»ii aafaarjn a^las aaasjwiafar^a^tfir o a a aftaNit- 
aaaiafirarft ^afa t aa Ta nOrC t aa^fi^ asi i 

aa aaa%iaj*i. i avrat Piaafa aareari afla5lf i arererv aai^lfir 
'^axPi awrafaf^ i a?iaaTiWraRai*n% i areiataataiaR^re:^f*li 
aPf faanras^ PpSa* i 
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VlRAMlTRODAYA. 

PARTITION OF HERITAGE. 

■ I ■■ ■ 

CHAPTER L 

Sec. 1. Introduction. — 2. Partition of Heritage defined.— -3. Heritage de- 
fined. — 4*. Partition defined. — 5. Heritage divided into two classes, 
obstructed and unobstructed. — 6 to 22. Arguments against this divi- 
sion. — 23 to 54. These arguments i*efuted. — 55, 56. Jinidtaviibana's 
view in respect of partition and heritage noticed and cnticized.— 
57. Nature of the right of a co-siiarcr to the joint estate, &c. 

1. Partition of Heritage, wherein the learned dis- 
pute in various ways about the interpretation of the texts 
of Manu and other sages, is to be explained by this troa< 
tise. 


2. Nfirada thus declares its definition : — “ Where 
the division by the sons of the paternal property is treated 
of, that topic of litigation is by the wise called partition 
of heritage.” 

“ Paternal” signifies what belongs to the parents ; for 
the affix (in the term pitrya rendered into paternal) is 
added to the term pitri which is the result of the uni-resi- 
dual conjunctive compound (of two words mdtri and pitri 
equivalent to mother and father respectively). Because 
the division of the mother’s estate also has been in the 
sequel ordained (by Nilrada). 

Both the terms “ paternal” and “ sons” indicate any 
relation ; for in the text, — “ The wife and the daughters 
also, &c.”-^partition by other relations also, of the pro- 
perty of the husband and the like, is ordained (by 
Yfijnavalkya). 

1 
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Accordingly the terms father and the like, are not 
used by Mann in premising tiie subject in the following 
text 

Thus has been declared to you the law of ^an and 
wife based upon affection ; listen now to the law of heri- 
tage, and to the mode of haying offspring on failure of the 
true son.” . * . 

Here again, by the term ** law of heritage,” is 
intended the partition of heritage ; for that alone is in the 
sequel explained (by Ifanu) after the laying down of its 
dranition ; and because, in the introduction also, that only 
has been set forth as the topic of litigation ; thus, — ‘‘ The 
law of man and wife and partition ” Accordingly also, 
Manu ordains in the sequel, the partition of the estate 
by any relative. 

3. The term ** heritage” again, is said to be consti- 
tuted of the property to which (one’s) right accrues, solely 
by reason of (his) relation to the owner. Thus the author 
of the Nighantu says : — “ The property of the father 
which is to be divided, the sages cml heritage.” Here 
too the term “ father” stands for any relation, for the 
term heritage is used to denote also the estate of any other 
relative. Which is to ]be divided” means what is capa- 
ble of partition (and not what is to be necessarily divided;) 
for otherwise the term heritage would not include the 
estate which devolves on an only son or the like, by reason 
of the absence of (actual) partition. 

As for what is said by Jfmdtavdhana, namely : — 
The term dd^a (heritage) by derivation, signifies what is 
given : hence the use of the term ddya and the verb dd is in 
a secondary sense ; inasmuch as there is a similarity (of the 
secondary with tbe primary meaning of the term) in the 
consequence, namely, the accrual of another’s right after 
the extinction of the right of a person who is dead or gone 
to retirement or the like. But there is no abdication (as 
in the case of gift) on the part of the deceased or the like, 
^e term heritage {ddj^a) has a technical meaning, si^ify- 
ing wealth in which one’s right dependent on relation to 
the iGnmer owner arises on the extinction of his ownei:^ 
diip.” 
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That is not good : for if the meaning be admitted to 
be technical, then the supposition — that the use of the 
term ddya and the verb da is in a secondary sense — ^is use- 
less ; because the meaning of a word is said to be technical, 
whpn there is utter absence of the meaning of its root. 
Kor can it be said that the meaning here is derivative as 
well as technical: because the inapplicability of the deri- 
vative meaning has been set out by ( Jimiitav^hana) him- 
self. To assert that the meaning of a term is derivative 
as well as technical, after assuming a figurative meaning 
of its root, is useless, involves the fallacy of mutual depen- 
dence, is against the order in which meanings are naturally 
suggested by words, and is a reduetio ad edmrdum. By the 
insertion of the phrase “ on the extinction of his owner- 
ship” in the definition of heritage, it becomes too narrow, 
because it will be established, that right arises bybirth also. 

4. The term ‘‘ partition”, however, signifies the ad- 
justment into specific portions, of the divers rights which 
accrued to the entire estate. Hence the term partition” 
is not used in cases of ownership of an only son <&c., in the 
wealth of the father, and the liae : “ the heritage has been 
obtained by such a person” is the expression used (in such 
cases). Moreover where a single chattel, such as a female 
slave, or a cow, or the like is common to many co-parceners, 
then also the meaning of the term partition, namely, the 
adjustment of rights into specific portions, holds good; 
because the right of each (co-sharer) is made known by 
means of the service (of the slave) or the milking (of the 
cow) or the like, done at regulated intervals. Accord- 
ingly it will be shewn that (in such cases) partition is to 
be made in the mode declared in the following texts of 
Viihaspati : — 

“ A single female slave should be employed on labour 
in the houses (of the several co-sharers) successively accord- 
ing to the shares.... and water of wells or ponds is to be 
drawn for use according to need.... such property (as is 
regularly , not divisible) should be distributed by equitable 
adjustment, else it would become useless.” 

5. The heritage, as dewsribed above, is of two sorts, 
namely, unobstructed and obstructed. As tiie right of the 
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sons, &o. to the property of the father and the like, accrues 
from the very hirth, through the relation of sonship, &c., 
although the (previous) owner, such as the father, is alive, — 
that is their unobstructed heritage, because the existence of 
the (previous) owner does not constitute an obstruction. 
But tne property of a deceased person who is destitute of 
male is8oe,and who was separated but not re-united, when 
it devolves on the father, brother, or the like, is called the 
heritage with obstruction ; for their right thereto accrues 
only on the cessation of the owner’s existence which 
formed the obstruction. 

6. But is not heritage in every case obstructed? 
For it cannot be asserted that the right even of sons, &c. 
arises by birth alone while the owner is alive. 

Because if by birth alone the right of the sons and 
the like accrued to the property of the father, &c. then 
the property would be common (as well to the father, &o. 
as) to the sons and others as soon as they would be born ; 
consequently without their permission the father and the 
like could have no right to the establishment of the sacred 
fires, which can be accomplished by means of wealth. 
But this would be opposed to the following Sruti : — “ One 
who is black-hairea and to whom a son has been born 
shall establish the sacred fires.” 

7. Moreover the texts declaring the impartibility of 
what has been, previously to partition, received by favor 
of the father and the like would become unmeaning. 
For, if the gift has been made by the father with the con- 
sent of the sons, then the gift is made by all ; therefore 
the prohibition (of partition) becomes useless, in conse- 
quence of the very absence of the possibility of partition : 
again, in the absence of the consent (of the sous), no ^ift 
of joint property is possible. Hence the texts concerning 
the affectionate gift and the like, by the father and others 
would become unreasonable. 

8. Similarly, because without the consent of sons, 
also the affectionate gift by the husband and others to < the 
wife and the like, woula be impossible, and in case of 
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their consent, the is made by sons also ; hence in the 
following text — “ What has been given by the affectionate 
husband to his wife, she may, even when he is dead, con- 
sume it or give it away, excepting immoveable property,” 
— ^the declaration, — in the passage “ consume it or give 
it away” — of the impartibility of what has been through 
affection given by the husband, would become meaning- 
less. Nor can it be contended that the text does not intend 
to establish the affectionate gift in tlie undivided state, 
and its imjiartibility ; but, by construing together “ what 
has been given” with “ excepting immoveable property,” 
it establishes that even after partition, immoveable pro- 
perty shall not be given, through affection, by the husband 
to the wife, and even if given by him through ignorance, 
shall be resumed and divided by the sons and the like, — 
but that moveable property when given shall not be re- 
sumed is only a superfluous injunction ; and it signifies, 
as its purport, only the prohibition of gift through affec- 
tion of immoveable property to the wife. Because such a 
construction is unreasonable, involving as it does the con- 
nection of terms which are apart from each other. If the 
intention were merely the prohibition of affectionate gift 
of immoveables, then the other portion would become a 
superfluous precept which is another term for what is 
useless. 

9. Now the text, namely, — “ The father is master of 
aU the gems, pearls and corals ; but neither the flither nor 
the grandfather is so of the whole immoveable property,” 
— also the followi^ text, viz., — “ By favor of the father, 
apparels and ornaments are used; but immoveable pro- 
perty may not be enjoyed even by favor of the father,” — 
must be admitted to imply the prohibition of affec- 
tionate gift of immoveable property, before partition ; for 
the mention of its prohibition is preceded by the authori- 
zation of gifts through affection, of gems, pearls, &c. : 
otherwise these (texts) would be useless as superfluous 
precepts. Accordingly as the right of the sons and the 
like, arises by birth, therefore in the gift, even without 
their consent, of gems, pearls, and the Uke, the father is 
independent ; but in the case of immoveable property, the 
distinction is, that a gift can be made only with their 
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consent. This Iraing the plain meaning of the ahore two 
texts, right by birth follows. 

This is wrong: — ^for the texts refer to immoveable 
property inherited from the grandfather. The mflanin g 
of the texts is, — that although when the grandfather is 
deceased, his right being extinguished, the right to his 
estate is common to the father and the son, still the con- 
sent of the son is requisite in the case of immoveable 
property, but not in the case of gems, pearls, and the like. 


10. As for the text of Gautama, namely , — ** By 
birth alone one acquires ownership of property : this the 
sages declare,” — which is, by the author of the Mitkk- 
shard, cited as an authority for holding birth to be a 
means of proprietory right. 

That has been already explained (in a different way) 
by the author of the DdyatatWa, thus, — “ Inasmuch as it 
is through the relation of mere birth — which is the cause 
of sonship and which is stronger than any other relation, — 
that the son’s right to the property of the father accrues 
at the time of the cessation of the mther’s right, the son 
und not any other relative, should take that property ; 
this the sages declare.” — ^Its meaning, however, is not 
that even while the father’s right continues, the son’s 
right accrues thereto ; for that would be in conflict with 
the texts of Ndrada and Devala. Since in the text — 
“When the father is dead, the sons shall divide the 
wealth of the father,” — ^Narada speaks of the father’s 
wealth, otherwise he would have simply said “ shall 
divide the wealth ;” also in the text — “ When the father 
is dead, let the sons divide the father’s wealth ^ for they 
have not ownership while the father is alive, and firee 
from defect,” — ^Devala also, after having said “ the father’s 
wealth,” has, by the latter half, viz., “ for they have not 
ownership &c.,’’ clearly set forth the absence of their 
right as the leason thereof. “ Free from defect” siraifies, 
having no defects, such as, degradation, &c., which ex- 
tinguish right. Manu also clearly declares the absence of 
the ownership of the sons in his property while the 
father and the mother are alive, thus : — “ After (the 
demise of) the father and the mother, the sons havine 
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aasembled together, shall diyide the paternal heritage ; for 
these are not masters while those ^re alive.” 

11. As for what is asserted, namely, Sankha and 
Likhita say, in the text, — The sons shall not divide the 
heritage while the^ father is alive; although ownership is 
subsequently acquired hj them, the sons are certainly 
incompetent by reason of the absence of independence in 
respect of wealth and religious duties/’ — which has been 
interpreted by the author of the Smritichandrika in the 
following way : — “ Although ownership” in the property 
of the father “ is by them,” ». e, by the sons “ acquired,” 
i. e.j gained “ subsequently,” t. e., immediately after their 
birth and not afterwards, still while the father is alive” 
they shall not divide his wealth except at his desire, the 
sons being incompetent to make partition “ by reason 
of the absence of independence” t. e. by reason of their 
being dependent on the father “ in respect of property 
and religious duties;” — Whence from this text it follows 
that the right of sons, &c. to the property of the father 
and others accrues by birth. 

This too is not tenable; for, consistently with the 
various texts of Manu and other sages, which ordain the 
absence of right (during the lifetime of the father), this text 
ought to be explained otherwise, and it has been so ex- 
plained in the Kalpataru, thus: — “Although ownership 
IS subsequently acquired in the wealth gained by the sons 
through learning &c., without making use of the paternal 
property ; still by reason of the absence, during the 
lifetime of the father, of th^ir independence in respect 
of property and religious duties, there is not (absolute) 
ownership even in the property so acquired, — ^then what 
ownership can there be in the father’s estate ? 

12. Moreover the notion of the proprietory right 
(and of the means of its acquisition) is derived solely from 
the Shstras : but in these birth is not, as inheritance or 
purchase or the like is, set forth as a means of such right ; 
therefore right by birth is without authority. Hence is 
refuted also the argument that as the text, — “ A wife, a 
son and a slave, these three are incapable of having pro* 
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petty : whatever they acquire belongs to him whose they 
are/’ — ^is intended to estaUish mere dependence, so are the 
texts declaring the absence of ownership(during the lifetime 
of the father). Because in the cases of a wife, a son and the 
like, their ownership (in the wealth acquired by them) by 
means of spinning, &c. and of tutorship, being established 
by texts like, — Ai'i^at has been obtained before the fire, 
&c,” — ^the interpretation that the above text refers only 
to the absence of independence is consistent with reason ; 
for otherwise the competence — of sons and others, men- 
tioned in the Pur&nas and the other Skstras, to the per- 
formance of religious duties, which can be accomplished 
by means of property, would also be contradicted. But 
here on the contrary there being no authority for holding 
that birth is a cause of proprietory right, it would be 
merely useless to put on various texts other interpretations 
(than what they plainly signify). 

13. Besides if the notion of the proprietory right were 
derived from profane authority, then also the notion of the 
means of its acquisition would be deducible from profane 
authority; consequently the text of Gautama, namely, 
— “ An owner is by inheritance, purchase, partition, seizure 
or finding : acceptance is an additional mode for a Brdh- 
mana ; conquest for a ELshatriya ; gain for a Vaisya and a 
Siidra,” — ^would become unnecessary, for it would embody 
a superfluous injunction. Indeed useless sacred texts, em- 
bodying superfluous precepts, such as, — ^food is prepared 
i^m rice by cooking, — are not declared (by sages). 

The meaning of the above text is as follows: — 
“Inheritance” is heritage; “purchase” is well-known; 
“ partition” is the division of heritage, whereby the ri^ht 
to specific portions is indicated ; “ seizure” is appropriating 
grass, water, wood and the like appertaining to common 
tracts such as forests, — which have not been appropriated 
by any other; “finding’ is obtaining hidden treasure 
whereof the owner is unlmown ; a person is owner where 
these causes of right exist and becomes one, whenever 
these happen ; “ for a Bn&hmana, acceptance” t. e. acqui- 
sition in the shape of receiving presents and the like 
“is an additional,” t. s. peculiar “mode,” — ^for inheri- 
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tance and the like are common to all (the classes] : the 
terms additional mode” is to be construed with all 
(the clauses that follow); “for a Kshatriya, conquest” 
i. e. what is gained through victory in battle as well as 
through fines and the like, is a peculiar ’mode ; “gain 
(nirvesa) for a Vaisya” is what is acquired as profit from 
agriculture, tending of cattle, and the like, and “for a 
Stidra,” what is received as wages for serving the twice- 
born classes: the root Visa with the prefix nir signi- 
fies gain, for in the vocabulary called Trikandi, it is laid 
down that nirvesa signifies gain or enjoyment. The terms 
Vaisya and Siidra being illustrative, the occupations, — ^such 
as driving horses, &c. in the case of the Siitas, — of the 
mixed classes, namely, those that are sprung from a father 
of a superior class and a mother of an inferior class, as 
well as those that are descended from a mother of a supe- 
rior class and a father of an inferior class, — which are laid 
down in the Ausanasa and the like, are included under the 
term “ gain,” for all these are in the nature of “ gain.” 

14. Moreover, in the text, — ‘ ‘ A Brkhmana, who 
seeks even by ofiiciating at sacrifices or by becoibing ir 
preceptor to obtain any property from the hands of one 
who takes what is not given to him is the same as a thief,” 
— ^the provision of punishment for one who acquires wealth 
even by means of his own (lawful) profession, such as 
officiating at sacrifices, “ from one who takes what is not 
given to him” i. e. a thief, would be unreasonable, if the 
notion of proprietory right were derived from profane 
authority ; since the acquisition through one’s own (lawful) 
profession constitutes no offence. 

In my opinion, however, right being derived from 
divine authority, no right can by virtue of this very text, 
accrue in the wealth given by a thief for officiating at 
the sacrifices performed by him, consequently the provi- 
sion of p unishm ent is very reasonable. 

15. A gain if the notion of right were derived from 
pro&ne authority, then such language as ‘my property 
has been stolen by this person,’ — could not be used ; for 
the thief himself would have right therein. 

2 
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lo my opinion such expression is correct, because theft, 
by reason of the prohibition of it cannot generate right. 

16. If, like gold &c., the right too therein were per« 
ceivable by the authority of the senses, then it being 
ascertained, the doubt — ^whether a certain property is this 
person’s or another’s, — could not arise, just as no doubt 
arises as to what is gold. This is also what the author 
of the Sangraha has said : — “ Whatever is in the hands 
of a person, he is not necessarily the owner of it. Is 
not the property of one found in the hands of another 
(transferred) by theft and the like ? Therefore it is from 
the Sdstras alone that the notion of proprietory right 
springs, and not even from perception. For otherwise 
it cannot reasonably be said that the property of one has 
been stolen by another. The means of acquisition are 
found in the Sdstras and are likewise separately described.” 

“ In the Skstras” such as “ An owner is by inheritance, 
&c.” ; “ the means of acquisition of wealth,” — ^both which 
are common (to all classes) as well as what are peculiar (to 
any one class,) “are separately described”, and known 
therefrom. Otherwise if it were deducible from profane 
autliority, the Sdstras regarding it would be useless ; the 
rest is clear. “As I have separately described,” is the 
reading (of the above text) in the Smritichandrikk ; the 
prior reading is written in the Madanaratna. 

17. Nor can it be contended that, — it being well- 
known to all people that what is capable of being used 
according to one’s pleasure is his property, — the distinc- 
tive feature of property is the capability of being dealt 
with according to pleasure : hence there is not the defect 
of including (in the definition of property) what is acquired 
by theft or the like, for in such property there is not the 
capability of being used by the thief or the like according 
to pleasure; inasmuch as their fear is observed at the 
time of dealing with such property: accordingly there 
being no similarity between the proprietory right and 
gold, &c. as such, the doubt also (as to the right of any 
person to a particular property) is consistent. 

Because it is impossible ; for special rules are laid down 
by the Skstras, directing the use of property for the porpo- 
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868 of the support of the family’ and the like ; and it is no- 
where found that property consists in what can be dealt with 
according to pleasure. This too has been said by the 
author of the Sangraha after setting forth the opposite 
view, thus, — “ Nor is that called property, which can be 
dealt with according to pleasure ; the application of all 
this, is inculcated by the Shstras alone.” Here in the 
first half the adverse opinion is set forth ; and in the latter 
half, the same is refuted. 

18. Nor can it be said that inasmuch as, utpatti also, 
which is another name for birth, u like inheritance, &c., 
set forth as a means of proprietory right, in the text of 
Gautama, namely, “ By birth alone, &c.” ; therefore al- 
though property and the means of its acquisition be 
deducible from the Sdstras alone, still the right by birth 
of the sons and the like, to the property of the father and 
the like, is unaffected. 

Because it has been already stated that the above 
(meaning) being open to many exceptions, a different in. 
terpretation is to be put upon the text. With this very 
intention, Dbkresvara also has come to the conclusion, that 
the right Of property is exclusively known from the 
Siistras alone. 

19. Again, if right by birth of the sons and the like 
accrued even when the father and the like are alive, then 
partition would, at the desire of the sons and the like, 
take place even against the will of the father and the like. 
It cannot be contended that it would not take place by 
reason of the texts declaring absence of independence (of 
the sons daring the father’s lifetime). For in that case, 
(notwithstanding the texts declaring dependence), there 
would be a mere breach of the rules of morality and reli- 
gion, but an action at law (for partition) would certainly lie. 
Justasonthe occasion of explaining the text,namely, — But 
when there is a mutual dispute between the preceptor and 
the disciple, the father and the son, the husband and the 
wife, or the master and the servant, no action lies,” — it has 
been previously shewn at length that the meaning of the 
text 18, that ii an action consisting of the four elements 
(UMT., the plaint, the written statement, the rejoinder, and 
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the determination of the matter contained therein) be 
instituted by the sons and the like against the father and 
the like, then there would be only injury to their welfare 
in this world and the next : the same would also be the 
case here. Nor can it be said, be it so ; for that would be 
contrary to all the commentaries. 

20. As to the passage in the ancient books, namely, 
“ Sometimes by birth alone,” — ^that also is to bo explained 
to mean the mediate cause ; because the relation of the 
father and the son is based upon birth, and because the 
demise of the father is the cause of the extinction of his 
right. 

21. , Besides, according to the contention, that the 
right of the s(ins accrues by birth, aa the ownership of the 
sons also arises (in the property of the father) while the 
father is alive, and consequently partition miglit take 
place against his will, — therefore the text of Manu, namely, 
“ After the demise of the father, &c.” must be explained 
(consistently with the contention) to prohibit previous par- 
tition by declaring that it takes place by their desire after 
his demise. But this again would be unreasonable ; for 
it would be liable to the objection of intending a meaning 
not its own. Nor is it reasonable to suppose that the 
objefct of the above text is to enjoin the time for parti- 
tion to bo on the demise of the father and to enjoin 
partition. Fur both the injunctions would be unreason- 
able, inasmuch as the purposes of partition are (only) 
secular (and no spiritual good is derived therefrom so as 
to require any injunction, the natural inducement of man 
to efFeet it being sufficient). Neither can it be an obliga- 
tory injunction regarding partition (viz., that it must be 
effected). For the making of partition is declared by Manu 
to be optional; — thus he says: “Either let them live 
together, or let them dwell apart for the sake of religious 
merit.” If it be considered as a restrictive injunction as 
to the timie (for partition), then partition must be made (if 
made at tdl) immediately after the death of the father and 
not afterwards, (for otherwise) there would be a contra- 
diction of the rule, vis., the effect is the immedii^te sequence 
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of the cause. For there is not in this instance, as there 
is in that of the sacrifice on the birth of a child, an objec- 
tion analogous to the hazard of the newborn infant’s life 
(that it may be postponed). 

32. Hence the texts of Manu and the other sages 
must be taken, as shewing that sons have no ownership in 
the property of the living parents, but in the estates of 
both when deceased. But partition, which may by 
reason of the ownership (accruing on their death) take 
place at that time, if desired, is (only) noticed (and is not 
enjoined, for that is not necessary to be enjoined, which 
men do of their own accord). Accordingly also by reason 
of the conflict with these texts, it cannot oe asserted that 
right accrues by birth. It will be hereafter stated that 
degradation, &c. also cause, as death does, the extinction 
of the right of the father and the like. 

Hence it is only on the extinction of the right of the 
father and the like, that the right of the sons and the like 
accrues to their property, but not while their right sub- 
sists. Consequently as the existence of the owner and 
the like constitutes the obstruction in all cases, therefore 
heritage is in all cases obstructed and never otherwise. 
Accordingly the division (of heritage) into two classes is 
unreasonable. 

23. To (all) this we say. If it be only on the extinc- 
tion of the right of the father and others, that the right of 
the sons &c. accrues to their property, in that case it would 
follow that while the father and ot|iers are alive and free 
from defect, the sons would be incompetent to perform 
the ceremonies enjoined by the Vedas, — which can be 
performed by (one’s own) wealth, and consequently there 
would be the same (§6) conflict with the following Sruti, 
namely, — One who is black-haired and to whom a son 
has been born shall establish the sacred fires.” Nor, is 
the restriction (of the application) of the Sruti reasonable, 
for the purpose of conformity with a meaning of the 
Smritis which is evolved out of one’s inner consciousness. 
Because the Sruti is, without distinction, applicable to 
sons &Q.f even while the father and the like who have 
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established the sacred fires, and vho have performed the 
first sacrifice, are alive ; and l^ause performance of what 
is enjoined by the above Smti, by all the learned persons 
who perform sacrifices, — ^is observed ; and because in the 
^loss and the commentary &c. on the subject of conflicts, 
it has been concluded that the two terms ** black-haired” 
and '^to whom a son has been bom” are intended to 
forbid the skipping over the senmrs in age, but they are 
not to be taken in their literal s6nse which is indefinite. 
Nor can it be said that as in our opinion, the father’s 
competence to the performance of sacrifices arises by 
permission of the sons, so in your opinion the competence 
of sons &c. would arise bj permission of the father and 
the like. For, in the opinion of both, the father’s right 
exists in the property, hence the accomplishment of what 
is of the essence (of sacrifices), namely, the relinquishment 
of property, is unobstructed; but, according to your 
opinion, how can the performance of what is of the essence 
of sacrifices &c. take place, inasmuch as the sons have no 
right at all (during the lifetime of the father), nor is pro- 
prietary right generated by permission? But in fact, 
fiowever, the permission of the sons is not even required, 
the father being independent ; but sons and the like are, 
on account of their dependence, under the need of per- 
mission of the father and the like ; this much is the 
distinction, — in the same way, as women in performing 
religious and charitable acts by means of their own wealth 
are to take the permission of their husband by reason at 
the declaration of their dependence. But if the permission 
be not taken, then the independent conduct gives rise to 
sin or imperfection in the act, but what is of the essence 
of such acts is not (on that account) invalid. And the suppo- 
sition, if made for the above reasons, that right is generated 
by permission of the father and the like, is supported 
by neither sacred nor profane authority. Therefore even 
if proprietary right be held to be deducible from the Sdstras 
alone, then anyhow the inclusion of birth also by the term 
** finding” {adh^anui) in the text, — ‘‘An owner is by inheri- 
tance, &c.” — ^is necessary, for the sake of the right of the 
sons and the like to the performance of sacnfices, &o. 
even when the father and the like are alive and free firom 
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defect, — (tiie ri|;lit) which rests on the authority of the 
Sruti, the Smriti, the Purhnas and the custom observed by 
the learned. It will be sBewn that in fact, however, 
the notion proprietary right is derived from profane autho- 
rity alone ; and the ownership of the sons &c. in the estate 
of the father and the like (during their lifetime) is recogpais- 
'ed by people (without the assistance of the Sdstras) : and 
(ownership itself, ) by others (who have nothing whatever 
to do with your Skstras). 

24. As also for what has been said (§ 6), namely, that 
if the right be common as well to the father or the like as to 
the sons &c. who are incapable of signifying permission, 
how can the ceremonies of establishing the sacred fires 
and the like, take place in the absence of their permission? 
That has already been almost refuted, thus — that the 
father, by reason of his independence, does not stand in 
need of the permission of sons &c. even when they are 
capable of giving permission ; therefore a fortiori when they 
are incapable of giving permission. But Professor Yijna- 
nesvara says — that the competence (of performing sacrifices 
at the expense of the joint property) follows by force of the 
very injunction for the performance of them. 

26. Hence also the interpretation (§ 10) which is put 
by Jfmiitavkhana and Raghunandana upon the text of Gau- 
tama,-— “ By birth alone one acquires ownership of proper- 
ty,” — namely, that birth is intended to be the mediate 
cause of right, — is useless. 

26. As for the text of Sankha, the interpretation (§11) 
given in the Smritichandrikk is preferable: but if the 
interpretation were as put in the Kalpataru, then the terms 
like “ acquired by learning” &c. being imported, (the defect 
of) the importation of many terms not occurring in the text 
would take place. The importation, however, of the term 
“ birth” (in the interpretation given in the Smritichan- 
drikk) is not unreasonable, because it presents itself through 
the suggestion of the terms sons &c., and because the 
importation is of fewer terms. 

27. Hence in conformity with the texts (§ 9) of the 
Smriti which are supported by the Sruti, it is more proper to 
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interpret tW the texts (§ 10) of Manu, N&rada and Devala 
refer to the absence of independence (of sons &o. during the 
lifetime of the father and not to the absence oi their right). 

28. As also for what has been said (§ 7), namely, that 
on the hypothesis of right accruing by birth, the texts declar- 
ing the impartibility of what has been gifted through 
affection would become unreasonable; that too is not 
tenable, for they may be recoiiciled as having reference 
to (the sons’) permission, and as. having the object of estab- 
lishing the invalidity of the affectionate gift of immoveable 
property : or, what is declared (in those texts) is the. im- 
partibility, by reason of the father’s independence, of what, 
other than immoveable property, has oeenr given by 'him 
even without the permission of the sons. 

29. Accordingly with regard to immoveable property, 
there is the following special rule, namely, — “ Immoveables 
and bipeds although acquired by a man himself, shall not be 
gifted away or sold without the consent of all the sons.” 
And the text, namely, — ** The father is master of all the 
gems, &c.” is, however, more reasonable on the hypothesis ' 
that right accrues by birth. Nor is it right to say that it 
refers only to immoveable property acquired by the grand- 
father, for both are enumerated in the text, “ neither the 
father nor the grandfather.” The declaration that what ,' 
is even acquired by the grandfather himself is not to 
^ven away when there is a son or even a grandson, ' 
mdicates right by birth. As in the opinion of the adver- 
sary, the father alone has the right to the ^ems, pearls and 
corals of the grandfather, by reason of it being so declared; 
so, in this opinion also, notwithstanding the son and the like 
have a right thereto by birth, co-existing (with that of the 
father,) we father has the competency of making gifts: 
thus there is no difference. 

80. Hence it is to be observed, ^at although the 
right of the sons &o. to the property oi the father and tiie 
grandfather accrues by birth alone, still for the performance 
of the necessary religious ceremonies and for the purpose of 
affectionate gift, maintenance of the family, deliverance 
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from danger and the like that are prescribed by tlie sacred 
texts, the father possesses independence in dealing with 
the (joint) property other than immoveable : but with re* 
spect-to immoveable property, whether self-acquired or 
inherited from the father or other ancestor, the dependence 
on the sons &c. is alike, by reason of the following text : — 
“ Although immoveables and bipeds be acquired by a man 
himself, there can neither be a sale nor a gift (of them) with- 
out convening all the sons. Those that have been born, 
as also those that are unborn, as well as those that are 
in the womb, all of them require maintenance : neither sf 
gift nor a sale” (can take place).— To this (rule) again, 
there is an exception which will be mentioned. 

31. As for what has been said, (§ 12) namely, that inas- 
much as the notion of proprietary right is derived solely from 
the Shstras, and as the generation by birth of such right is 
nowhere declared in the sacred texts, how can it be admit- 
ted that the right of the sons &c. to the property of the father 
and the like, arises by birth? That, however, has been 
already refuted (§23), even granting that the idea of right is 
derived solely from the Skstras ; since in the text of Gautama 
and others, birth also is declared as a means of right, 

32. But, in fact however the proposition tlmt the 
notion of right is derived solely from the Skstras^ does 
not stand the test of reason. Amongst the Mlechchhas 
and the like also residing in their own country, who are 
devoid of even the slightest knowledge of the Bfistras, 
the expression that “this much is so-and-so’s moperty'' 
and transactions, such as sale and purchase based thereupon 
are found. Therefore it must be admitted that property — 
which is determined by proprietorship!— whereof ' purchase 
and the like are the means of acquisition is, br means of 
co-existence and absence of separate existence, Ixnown by 
them (the Mlechchhas) rolely tl^ugh the (profane) authority 
of the senses and the like, mther as consisting in the capa- 
bility of being dealt with according to pleasure, or as a 
substance of a distinct category of its own. 

33. An enthymeme too based upon this reason has 
been mentioned by Vijndnayogin, tnus: — ^Property is 
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known from profane anthorily, for it effects transactions 
relatiye to profane purposes, uke rice, &c. the instance 
shows co-existence : “ the sacrificial fire and the like, that 
are known from sacred authority, do not give effect to trans- 
actions relatiye to profane purposes this is an instance 
shewing absence of separate existence. Hence the reason 
consists in co-existence and absence of separate existence. 
** Although sacrificial fire and the like effect also transac- 
tions relatiye to secular purposes, such as, the boiling of food; 
still they do so, in the character of fire &o., as known from 
profane authority, but not in the character of sacred fire 
&c. thus there is no infraction of the rule. “ But here, 
purchase and the like are effected by means of gold &o. 
not as such but (by gold) as property only.” Just as 
when gold &c. become the cause of secular works, such as, 
ornaments, that is the secular phase (of gold &c.), similarly 
property also which exists in all (in sold as well as in other 
things) is only secular. “ Since in this world transactions 
such as purchase are not effected by what is not property.” 

34. Nor can it be said that in this view, an objection 
would arise, namely, that the texts of law such as, — “ An 
owner is by inheritance &c.,” — ^would be useless as superflu- 
ous precepts, affirming, as they do, what is otherwise esta- 
blished by profane authority. For the above texts may 
reasonably be explained as referring to what conduces to 
spiritual good or to spiritual evil, like the consideration, in 
the Smriti of grammar, of the correctness and incorrectness 
(of words) consisting (respectively) in the expression of im- 
memorial meaning or its absence. 

Thus on the subject of correct expression, (in the 
Mfm&nsa) it has been concluded, — “ That the Sdstras treat of 
the correctness which is known from profane authority 
alone, but which is not discriminated By the people , who 
use correct as well as incorrect words ; but not of the cor- 
rectness which is not deducible from prpfane authority : for 
(were it so, then) in the injunction, — ‘shall speak with 
correct wor^’ &c. there would be the frdlacy of mutual 
dependence &c.” Similarly also is the case here. 

85. Accordingly in the Nayaviveka,^ Bhavanfith 
says “ The means of acquisition such as birth &o. are 
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derived from the profane authority ; for what are discrimi- 
nated to be the impressions on the mind of the primeval 
men, are unimpeachable, and the Smriti has for its object 
the consolidation of them, like the Smriti of grammar and 
the like.” By the term “ &c.” in the phrase “ birth &c.” are 
included purchase and the like ; and by the term and the 
like” in the phrase “ grammar and the like” are included, 
music, examination of precious jewels, palmistry &c. It 
has been said by the venerable Professor while treating of 
the subject of Smriti, that desires and the like also which 
are undoubtedly deducible from profane authority are 
defined (in the sacred books) for the sole purpose of discri- 
minating them for the benefit of the unthinking. 

36. The text, namely, “ An owner is by inheritance 
&c.” has already been explained (§ 13). Professor Vijn&nes- 
vara, in the Mit^kshard, has made the following comments : 
— “ The term ‘ inheritance’ refers to unobstructed heritage ; 
and the term ‘ partition’ refers to obstructed heritage.” 

The author of the Smritichandrikd, however, has, after 
commenting that the term * inheritance’ signifies birth 
alone which causes ownership of the sons &c. in the pro- 
perty of the father, and the like, explained the term parti- 
tion to mean the distribution engendering ownership limited 
to a definite portion of the wealth of the father and the 
like. But this is not right. For partition is made , of that . 
in which proprietory right has already arisen, consequently 
partition cannot properly be set forth as a means of 
proprietory right. Indeed what is effected by partition is 
only the adjustment (of the proprietory right) into specific 
portions. If the enumeration be taken to comprise the 
principal as well as the secondary causes, then there would 
be variableness in the meaning of the term ‘ owner.’ 
Accordingly in the Mitakshard, Professor Vijndnesvara 
says, that ** the term partition is generally understood to 
relate to property belonging to several owners, and does 
not relate to what appertains to another nor to what is 
unowned and that “ the right of the sons and the like, 
by birth alone is most familiar in the world.” 

37. As also for the text, — (relating to succession), 
namely, — “ The wife and the daughters &c.” ; that again is 
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intended to prevent mistakes with regard to the proprie- 
tory right — notwithstanding it is derived from profane 
authority — when there are many persons who are recog« 
nized as heirs by reason of their relationship to the (late) 
owner. For it is held by all the commentators that the 
sacred Institutes on positive law mainly consist of superflu- 
ous precepts embodying matters ‘ derived from profane 
authority. 

38. That property whereof the means of acquisition 
are prescribed, is deduced from profane authority alone — 
is approved also by the venerable Guru. For while set- 
ting forth the third interpretation which the Aphorism on 
the desire of acquisition admits of, he in the following 
passage, 'doubts the possibility of the adverse argument, 
namely, — ^If restrictions relative to the acquisition of pro- 
perty referred to sacrifices, then there could be no property 
at aU, since proprietory right is not derived from profane 
authority ; — and then shows that the proper adverse argu- 
ment is — That acceptance and the other modes of acquisi- 
tion of property are the means of proprietory right, is a 
fact derived solely from profane authority : — “ Nor does 
(the text relating to) the means of acquiring property 
concern sacrifices, for (if it did so), there could be no 
property at all, consequently sacrifice itself could not be 
performed. This has been irrationally asserted by some 
one. To say that acquisition does not produce proprietory 
right, is a contradiction in terms.” 

The meaning of this passage has been expounded by 
the commentator in the following way : — If the restric- 
tions regarding the acquisition of property (laid down in 
the texts such as, — * An owner is by inheritance &c.’) re- 
lated to sacrifices, (so that they could be performed only by 
property acqiiired agreeably to those restrictions), then this 
text could not signify that the restrictions relate to the 
means of acquisition of property ; for by signifying that 
the restrictions relate to sacrifices, its power of signification 
becomes exhausted. That being so, there would be no 
authority to show that what is gained by acceptance (of pre- 
sents), and the like, becomes property, consequently sacri- 
fices consisting in the relinquishment of prpperfy, could 
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not be performed by that (t: e, any thing so acquired) 
which is not property ; therefore, to what do^ relate the 
text embodying the rules regarding the acquisition of pro- 
perty ? (i. e. does the text ordain that nothing but what is 
acquired in the modes mentioned, becomes property or 
that sacrifices can be performed by no other property than 
what is so acquired ?) This is the adverse argument, the 
possibility of which is doubted : and the above is the 
meaning of the doubt. The passage beginning with ‘ This 
has been irrationally asserted &c.’ constitutes the answer 
to it ; its meaning is as follows : inasmuch as it is esta- 
blished by profane authority, that acceptance and the like, 
are the' means of proprietory right, that cannot be a sub- 
ject of the sacred books ; consequently the text signifies 
only that the rules have reference to sacrifices : coni^e- 
quently neither is there the impossibility of performing. 
sacrifices, nor are the restrictions useless.” 

Also in stating the conclusion, the venerable Guru 
does, upon the very assumption that the notion of property 
is derived from profane authority, explain the purpose 
of the disquisition thus, — “ Hence a breach of the rules 
affects the person, not the sacrifice.” The meaning of 
this passage also has been thus explained : — If restric- 
tions respecting the acquisition of property related to 
sacrifices, then a sacrifice might be performed with such 
property only as was acquired consistently with the re- 
strictions, and not with property acquired by violating 
the restrictions ; but the fault arising from the violation 
of the restrictions would not attach to the person (who 
performs the sacrifice). This is agreeably to the ad- 
verse argument. But what is affirmed in the conclu- 
sion is, that inasmuch as the restrictions regarding the 
acquisition of property do not relate to sacrifices, but 
affect the person, the performance of a sacrifice is not 
imperfect even with property acquired by infringing 
the restiietions : therefore the fault of violating the restric- 
tions attaches to the person only.” It is here admitted that 
even what is acquired by infringing the restrictions, be- 
comes property; because otherwise the statement that 
sacrifices may be performed thereby would be contradic- 
ted. 
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89. While treating of the very same subject, the 
venerable Kum&rilasvdmin also is of the opinion that the 
notion of property is derived from profane authority. And 
this is easily accessible to those who feel curiosity for the 
valuable exposition of the subject (given by that venerable 
author). 

40. Accordingly in the l^stradlpika, Pirthasarathi 
says : — “ Acquisition which takes place out of (man’s) desire 
(for property) is not derived fr^m the Skstras.” It takes 
place from (human) desire as one of the ends of man, for 
property which when acquired delights the man, is ^m 
perception, known .as one of the ends of man, it cannot 
from anv inference, be deemed as having for its sole object 
the performance of sacrifices. Therefore it is to be re- 
marked, that property which is one of the ends of man, 
is used for the performance of sacrifices, in the same 
way as for any other transactions, for a sacrifice also 
is one of the trani^tions of man : but property is not 
subservient to sacrifices only, because, if that were so, no 
sacrifice could take place inasmuch as life (of man) would 
be extinguished (for want of property to sustain it, conse- 
quently who' is to perform sacrifices ?) This (explanation) 
is given by Pragnattaka. Here by refuting that acqui- 
sition is deduced from the Skstras, it is very clearly indi- 
cated that the notion of property and the means of its ac> 
quisition is derived from profane authority. It is further 
stated by him : — ** Hence acquisition of property,— which 
is one of the ends of man, — ^thus becomes one of which the 
object is temporal. But the restrictions (relative to acqui- 
sition of property), having no temporal object, must have 
some spiritual object. The spirituality again of the restric- 
tions, referring as they do to acquisition — which is an end.of 
man, — ^must be- taken to affect the man alone ; hence it is 
indicated that a .person acquiring (property) in any other 
mode (than what are prescribed by the Skstras) commits 
sin.” 

41. Hence also, it cannot be apprehended that the 
texts like “An owner is by inheritance &c.,” are un- 
necessary ; since, by declaring as superfluous precepts, 
that inlieritance and the like are (be causes of proprietory 
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right, — a fact deducible fircm profane authority tliey in- 
tend to lay down restrictive rules with a view to prohibit 
any other means of property than those (declared in the 
texts) : like the restrictions relative to the direction of the 
posture of taking food which produces satisfaction of the 
appetite. The difference in the opinions of Bhatta and 
Guru consists in this only : (the one says) that the acqui- 
sition of property alone forms the instance in the disqui- 
sition of what affects sacrifices and of what affects the per- 
son (performing sacrifices) ; but the restriction is set forth 
as .the argument of the adversary : (while the other says) 
that the restriction alone forms the instance there. But 
both of them concur in holding that property is derived 
firom profane authority. This is the substance (of what 
they say). The arguments for and against their respective 
opinions are dwelt upon in the works of the learned on the 
subject, but are not set forth here as they do not bear 
upon the point in question. 

42. Hence is refuted also the argument of Dh&res- 
vara and the author of the Sangraha, namely, that if the 
notion of property were derived firom profane authority, 
then what is obtained by means of theft and the like 
would become property. For in the world, theft and the 
like are not recognized to be the means of proprietory 
right, inasmuch as such expression is used (in cases of there 
&c.) as that “ this property belong to another and not to 
this person.” Again a doubt relating to proprietory right 
in the form, — ‘ Whether this property belongs to this per- 
son or to another* — (a doubt) •which arises from a doubt 
regarding the (person’s) means of acquiring the property, 
such as purchase — ^is not unreasonable. Hence also the 
arg^ument, that if the notion of proprietojy right were 
deriyed from profane authority, then no one could say 
“ that my property has been stolen by him,” for the pro- 
perty (which 18 the subject of theft) would belong to the 
thiftf alone, — entirely hdls to the ground. 

43. As for what has been said by the author of the 
Bangraha (§ 17), namely that, since the application of pro- 
perty is laid down by theSdstras, therefore it cannot pqssibly 
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be'said that property consists in the capability of being dealt 
with according to pleasure ; because the use to any pur- 
pose according to one’s pleasure is impossible. This too is 
only plausible. For we say, not that it is what is used 
according to pleasure, but that it is what is capable of being 
so used. (Were it) otherwise, (then) when the will (to use 
property in a particular way) k restrained for fear of the 
King and others, it would cease to be property ; more- 
over this anomaly would result, namely, that the same 
thing would be one’s property when he desires to use it, 
and cease to be so while he feels no such desire. It may 
be that sometimes property is not dealt with according to 
pleasure, by reason ofrules (regarding the use of property) 
laid down by the Shstras, as by reason of the restraint put 
by the King and others, but still the capability of being 
dealt with according to pleasure remains unaffected. 
Hence even if property be used by a person of perverse 
character in a way contrary to the Shstras, still it would 
not be a case of dealing with what is not property : but 
only sin would be incurred for violating the rules prescrib- 
ed by the Shstras. For there is certainly the capability of 
being so dealt with arising from its being acquired (by 
him.) Accordingly it has been said also in the Nayavi- 
veka, that what is acquired by one is capable of it by 
him.” “ Cepable of it” signifies, capable of being dealt 
with* according to pleasure. (It is) similar to the capabi- 
lity in a seed of producing sprout, — resulting from the seed 
as such, although it does not produce a sprout owing to any 
obstacle. But in reality there is indeed a difference be- 
tween the distinctive feature of property and the capability 
of being dealt with according to pleasure, in the same way 
as between the distinctive feature of seed and the capabi- 
lity of producing germi ; otherwise so lon^ as the differentia 
of the capability is unknown, the capability (itself ) will 
remain indeterminate. Hence like the caste of Br&hmanas, 
property is certainly a substance of a distinct category of 
its own, which is liable to production and destruction, and 
is manifested by the cognizance of its means. The only 
distinction is that the caste of Brkhmanas being a class is 
etenmi. This is explmned in the treatise on tl^e subject 
and in the lilavati and other works. 
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44. The object of the disquisition here, namely, 
whether the notion of proprietory right is derived from 
profane authority or from sacred authority has been ex- 
plained in the Mitdkshard,thus : — “ If the notion of property 
were deduced from sacred authority alone, then by reason of 
the text of Manu, namely, — ‘If Brdhmanas acquire wealth 
by means of a blameable act, they become purified by the 
relinquishment of that wealth, with prayer and rigid auste- 
rity,’ — a person having no right to the property acquired by 
means of improper acceptance ’ of presents, or by other 
means which are prohibited to that person, — ^in the same 
way as to what is acquired' by theft and the like, such 
property would not be partible even among his sons. But 
if the notion of property be derived from profane authority, 
then the father’s right accrued to what was so acquired; 
consequently that being paternal property, may bo divided 
by his sons. The acquirer alone is liable to perform expia- 
tion for the sin incurred in consequence of tlio violation of 
the prohibition : but his sons, who acqpire that property by 
means of inheritance, which is not unlawful, are not required 
even to perform the expiation. Since Manu says: — 
‘ There are seven lawful means of the acquisition of 
property, namely, inheritance, finding, purchase, conquest, 
investment, performance of (religious) acts (for others,) 
and acceptance of presents from proper persons.’--* In- 
vestment,’ is the laying out of property for the purpose of 
irofit ; ‘ performance of acts,’ means, officiating as a 
)riest ; of these the three beginning with inheritance are 
awful to the four classes' alike ; but conquest is so, to the 
iCshatriya ; and investment when made in person, to the 
Vaisya and the Siidra ; but when not carried on personally, 
or even if carried on personally in times of distress, to 
all the classes ; but the performance of religious acts (on 
behalf of others) is peculiar to the Brfihmanas alone : this 
is the distinction.” 

45. To this, the author of the Madanaratna raises the 
following objection : — Even if the notion of property be 
taken to be derived from sacred authority alone, still the pro- 
hibition of the acceptance of presents from improper persons 
and of the other reprobated means, intends not that they do 

4 
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not produce liie proprietory right, but that they engender 
merely sins. Because by the following texts, namely, — 
** A Br&hmana taking food or accepting presents from any 
person, when in distress, is not tainted with sin, for he is 
equal to the burning sun ; a twice-born is not stained with 
sin, if he carries on, but not personally, money-lending, 
a^culture, or trade, or does it personally at a time of 
distress,” — ^it is declared that he “ is not stained with sin.” 
Hence it appears that no sin is incurred at a time of dis- 
tress, consequently it is clear that sin is incurred in the 
absence of distress ; for it is proper that the prohibition 
and the exception to it should refer to the same subject. 
Accordingly when there is no distress, expiation consist- 
ing of prayer and rigid austerity after the abandonment of 
the property, — only has been ordained. But with regard 
to the acceptance of presents from improper persons, and 
Other reprobated means of acquisition, there is no text 
whatever providing punishment, similar to that in cases 
of theft and the like. Hence agreeably to both, the 
adverse opinion and the conclusion, there being no differ- 
ence as to the generation, by the acceptance of presents 
from improper persons and other reprobated means, of the 
jwoprietory right of the person acquiring by such means, 
the partibility too amongst the sons and the like, of what 
has been so acquired is alike (in both opinions). There- 
fore what has been said to be the object of this disquisition 
is not reasonable. 

. 46. ■ What we say here is this. As in the opinion of 

those who assert that toe notion of property is derived from 
sacred authority alone, the prohibition of theft and the like 
implies the non-generation of proprietory right, the inflic- 
tion of punishment and the liability to penance, similarly 
let the prohibition also of the acceptance of presents from 
improper persons and of the like imply the same. Again, 
in the event of distress, as by virtue of the exception 
laid down in the following text, — ^viz. “ Thus likewise may 
a person who has not eaten at. the time of six meals (i. e. 
has fasted for three days together,) steal at the time of the, 
seventh meal, from a man of mean conduct, (so much 
as is sufficient for that day only) without intending 
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to provide for the morrow : and if the owner asks, 
it should be confessed to him when he asks,” — ^there 
is none of those three incide.nts in theft, let the same 
be the case in the acceptance of presents from improper 
persons, and in the like. For otherwise, in both the 
instances, the five great sacrifices and the like could not 
be performed by such property. It may be objected that 
upon the assumption that the notion of property is derived 
from the Sfistros, how can the prohibition of theft which is 
not recognized (by the Sdstras) as a means of property, — be 
justified ? Hence it must be admitted that there is an 
indirect recognition of it by reason of its inclusion under 
seizure.” For otherwise the prohibition itself would be 
unreasonable. Also for fbar of the objection that in the case 
of the prohibition of what has been enjoined by the Sdstras, 
obedience would be optional, as in the instance, ‘‘ The 
initiated are not to perform the Aomam,” it must ex neees- 
aitate be acknowleaged either according to the opinion of 
the author of the BhAsya, that tlie injunction refers to coses 
other than what are prohibited, or according to the other 
opinion, that agreeably to the rule governing general and 
particular provisions the prohibition which is particular 
supersedes the general injunction (in the cases to which 
the prohibition refers). But the acceptance of presents 
&c., as means of acquisition for Brdhmanas &c., have been 
declared (by the Sastras) ; hence in the event of distress 
and in its absence, the exception (to the prohibition) and 
the prohibition respectively are very reasonable, If it be 
objected that, in that case a Brkhmana would by accepting 
presents from improper persons and by personally carrying 
on trade and the like, otherwise than in the emergency of 
distress, be liable to judicial punishment. (The answer is) 
be it so ; for it is not held by any one, that there w no 
judicial punishment for one who renounces the duties of 
his class. The punishment again which is to be inflicted 
in particular cases, is what is genertdly provided, while 
in some other cases it is specifically laid down : but this is 
a different question altogether. Hence there is also another 
defect in the opinion of those who maintain that the notion 
, of property is derived from sacred authority, namely multi- 
plicityf inasmuch as the prohibition of theft (according to 
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them) implies three things (namely, the non-generation of 
property, the infliction of punishment and the liability to 
penance) ; as well as the mutUplicity consisting in the ad- 
mission of the limitation of a general proposition. But in 
the opinion of those who assert that the notion of property 
is derived from profane authority, the prohibition implies 
punishment and sin only ; because it is a matter derived from 
profane authority that theft and the like are not the means 
of property: and' as the prohibition refers to what may 
happen under the influence of the springs of human action, 
there is no defect in the shape of the admission of the 
limitation of a general proposition. Hence (in this opinion) 
there is fewness (of assumptions as opposed to midUpliei^ in 
the other opinion). Therefore if the notion of property were 
held to be derived from sacred authority alone, then 
acceptance of presents from improper persons, and the like 
being not (lawful) means of property the father could have 
no right to what is so acquired ; consequently as there 
can be no partition of the property acquired by the father 
by means of theft and the like, so also what has been 
acquired by means of acceptance of presents from improper 
persons would be impartible. But if the notion of property 
u derived from profane authori^, then as these also are in 
the world considered to be legitimate means of acquisition, 
therefore it is established that what is so acquired is par- 
tible. Hence the object (of the disquisition) as set forth 
in the Blitikshara is perfectly consistent with reason. The 
object (as set forth in the Mit4k8har&,) however, is illus- 
trative ; for agreeably to the adverse opinion, the sons &o., 
would have been liable to punishment and penance even 
in taking patemid property acquired by improper accep- 
tance &c., just as in taking wW has been acquired by 
^e ftither by means of theft and the like. (To obviate) 
this too is to be properly considered as an obj^t (of the 
disquisition) by reason of what has been said (m the 
Mit^d»hark), namely ** The acquirer alone is to perform 
the penance.’’ 

47 . But this question o^ht to be solved here, — name- 
ly, if the notion of property is derived from profane autho- 
rity, and it is a matter estaUiihed by profiine anthoxity, 
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that theft is not a means of property, then, when theft is 
allowed in the emergency of fasting for three days to* 
gether, whether or not property arises in what is stolen 
accordingly. The first (alternative) is not tenable ; for it 
being established by profane authority that theft is not a 
means of property, the generation of property by theft can- 
not be maintained. Indeed a fact against the authority of 
the senses, such as the generation of acid curd by water, 
cannot be established by a thousand texts. Neither is the 
second tenable; for the five great sacrifices which are 
principally considered cannot be performed by what is not 
property. Nor can it be said that let that stolen property 
accomplish only the gratification of the appetite ana not 
any religious nto ; because that would be contrary to the 
practice of the learned, and because it is ordained that, 
— “ The learned never partakes of it without performing 
the five great sacrifices: the very same food which a per- 
son partakes in this world, is offered to his gods.” Accor- 
dingly the following anecdote is related in the Purknas : 
— “ When Visvkmitra having stolen a hind leg of a do^ from 
the house of a butcher, and having made up his mind to 
parttJce of the same, and to offers portion of it to Indra and 
the other gods, was about to present to the gods their 
share, then Indra and the other deities, created rain, and 
abundant crops instantly sprung up.” But if property be 
held to be a matter derived from the Sastras, then the gener- 
ation or the non-generation of property by theft and the 
like, — as is laid down by the Sdstras, are not contradictory. 
While those who maintain that the notion of property and 
the means of its acquisition are derived from profime autho- 
rity, are fixed on the horns of a dilemma. 

48. The above argument we meet thus: Although 
it is not deduced from profime authority, that theft is a 
means of right, still it is derived from the very text cited 
above, which authorizes theft at the time of the . seventh 
meid, by one who has not taken food during the time of six 
mei^. But the position that the notion of property is solely 
derived from theatres is untenable, inasmuch as purchase 
and the like transactions thut can be accomplished by pro- 
perty would be unaccounted for among those who are 
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ignorant of the Sutras. Hence the prohibition of theft 
indicates punishment and sin only ; but it does not imply 
non-generation of right, since generation of right by theft 
is not recognized. As for instance although the class 
Br^hmanyam is perceptible in all (the indiyidaals con- 
stituting the class) still in so far as re^rds the superiority 
of the caste, it is deduced from the Sastras alone ; because 
the rules regarding the superiority and inferiority of men 
are derived solely from the Shstras. Thus the venerable 
preceptor says — “ But here this much only is to be ad- 
mitted as derived from the sacred authority, since this rule 
regarding the superiority and inferiority of men is not 
deducible from profane authority.” He further says: 
— “ Then arain, the class Brdhmanyam is manifested in an 
individual descended lineally from a particular person; 
hence what is derived from the Shstras is only the relatiou 
between that which is manifested and tW whereby 
it is manifested, (t. e. between the class Br&hmanyam and 
the descent from a particular person) : and the class Br4h- 
manyam in an individual described above, is certainly per- 
ceptible to a person who is conscious of that whereby it is 
manifested ; inasmuch as there are all the conditions for 
the perception of the class after the perception of the indi- 
vidual.” In the present case, however, unconditional the/t 
alone being considered to be not a cause of property, only 
the generation of property by theft under the circumstances 
mentioned is taught by the Shstras. Nor can it be said 
that it is against the authority of the senses, and what is 
against the authority of the senses cannot be taught by a 
thousand texts. Because the non-generation too (by 
theft, of proprietory right) is not a matter derived from 
perception: but inasmuch as what is a means of pro- 
perty is deduced from the co-existence and the absence 
of separate existence, of that means and of the free use 
of property acquired thereby, — ^the fact that theft is a 
means of property is not deduced, since stolen property 
(as such) cannot be applied to any use. Just as the. 

S reduction of a son by means of the sacrifice for a son, — a 
ict which is beyond profane authority, is taught by the 
Shstras, notwithstanding there are visible means for the 
generation of a son ; let the same be the case h«re also. 
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As for the sacrifices aiming at heavenly happiness, which 
are purely spiritual in their consequences, there is in addi- 
tion the absence of visible means : but that is a different 
question. As (for another instance) the fact that the 
reviving mantras have the power of producing the burning 
property (of fire) which has been counteracted by any 
neutralizing agent is known from the Sfistras such as the Ar- 
thavan, since it is not deducible from profane authority. Be- 
cause it cannot be asserted that the reviving power is any- 
thing more than the causality of an effect counteracted by 
a neutralizing agent ; since (if the power be held to be a 
separate substance, then) there would be great multipli- 
city in supposing the destruction of the power and the 
production of it. 

49. As for what JfmiitavAhana has, while refuting 
the position that right accrues . by birth, said, — rafter ex- 
plaining that the intention of the ancient passage, viz., 
“ Sometimes by birth,” is to indicate the mediate cause, 
since birth is the cause of the relation of the father and 
son and the demise of the father is the cause of the (son’s) 
right; — and anticipating the objection, viz,, how can the 
son’s right arise by the father’s act consisting in the gener- 
ation ? — namely ; — “ The production of the right of one 
person even by the act of another is not inconsistent, it 
being based upon the authority of the Sastras ; and that 
is also seen in the world, since in the case of donation, 
the donee’s right to the thing arises from the act of the 
donor, namely from . his relinquishment in favor of a sen- 
tient being. Neither is the right (of the donee) created 
by (his) acceptance, tor then the acceptor himself would 
(virtually) be the donor ; since gift consists in the effect of 
raising another’s right to the property, and that effect 
would here depend on the donee. Just as a saciificer (t. e. 
the person at whose cost and for whose benefit a sacrifice 
is performed), — though making relinquishment of (his right) 
to the things offered to the gods — ^is not called the hotd (the 
performer of the homam,) but the priest alone is denomina- 
ted the hotdy as performing the act of throwing (the things in 
the sacrificial fire) which is the reason of the name hmam 
(being applied to the ceremony). The same would be the 
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case here. Besides the term gift is used even previous 
to the acceptance (by the donee), in the follpwing sacred 
text, — ‘ Thinking in the mind of the intended donee shall 

E our water on the earth : an ocean has a limit, but a gift 
as none.’ But is not receipt acceptance ? For the affix’^ 
in the word avikdra (acceptance) implies a thing becoming 
what it before was not ; and the act of making his own, 
what before- was not his, constitutes acceptance or avikdra. 
How then can right (of the donee) accrue antecedent to 
that ? The answer is, though right has already arisen, 
still it is by the act of the donee consisting in the know- 
ledge that the property is his own, rendered capable- 
of being dealt with according to pleasure; and such is 
the meaning of the term acceptance favikdraj. From its 
association with officiating as a priest and teaching, 
receipt (pratigraha) is, without question, a mode of 
acquisition though it do not immediately create pro- 
prietory light : for in the case oi officiating as a priest, and 
so forth, right (in the wealth so gained) arises solely from 
the gift of the fees. Or the survival of the son at the 
time of the father’s demise, may constitute his acquisi- 
tion. Besides in the case of property left by a brother 
or any other relative, the right of the rest of the 
brethren or other heirs must, however reluctantly, be ac- 
knowledged to arise either from the death (of the pro- 

S rietor) or from the survival of the rest at the time of his 
eosase. Let the same be the case here also.” 

50. But this is not tenable. For thd argument, ** it 
being based upon the authority of the S&stras,” — ^has 
already been obviated by the demonstrated conclusion that 
the notion of property is derived from profane authority. 
As also for what has been said in the passage, — “ And that 
is also seen in the world &c.,” — that too is only specious ; 
for should the donee refuse to accept, his right certainly 
does not arise ; again, if by (mere) relinquishment in favor 
of a particular person, his right accrued, notwithstanding 
his refusal to accept (the gift,) then it would follow 
that the dpnor ooiud not possibly grant (the proper^ 
relinquished in flavor of a particular person) to any other 
persoik As also for the ar^ment,/' tor thm the acceptor 
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himself would (virtually) be the donor that again is not 
consistent with reason ; because, gift being an act whereof 
the effect is the generation of another’s right, the* term gift 
implies the act of inference &c., (by the donor) in favor of 
the acceptance by the donee, but the production of that 
effect is not possible without the acceptance by the donee; 
hence the act. of the donee completes the gift, but that 
alone does not constitute the gift. As also for what has 
been said in the passage just as &c ,” — that too is not 
correct. For the distinction does not obtain in the a^nu 
hotra and the like homos which are (personally) performed 
by the sacrificer ; again in the darsap^rnamdsa and other 
sacrifices where the relinquishment only is made by the 
sacrificer, but the offerings are (actually) thrown (in the 
sacrificial fire) by the priests, the function (of the priests) 
being distinct (from that of the sacrificer,) the use of the 
term hotd (for airiest) implying that function, is not open 
to exception. . The term homo, however, does not signify 
the throwing (by the priest) of what has not been relin- 
quished (by the sacrificer). But whether that relinquish- 
ment which is the distinctive feature (of a homo) is carried 
out through the agency of one’s self, or through the agency 
of another person, that makes no difference. Hence a 
sacrifice {y&go) does not depend, for its completion, on the 
throwing (of offerings), but a homo depends on that alone. 
The act of the donee, however, is the sine qtM non of gift, 
for without it gift cannot be accomplished. 

Again what has been said in the passage, “ Besides 
&c.,” that also is nothing. For abdication alone is or- 
dained therein, but not gift; accordingly it has (sub- 
sequently) been said that “ the donor reaps its fruit,’’ 'for 
otherwise this (portion) would be superfluous. Had the 
fruit of gift been otherwise deducible in what is intended 
for gift, the passage ‘‘ the donor^reaps its fruit,” would ‘ 
have become useless. Hence what is intended by the 
verb ** give” (in the term gift) in the passage cited be> ' 
fore, is abdication . only — consisting of the pouring .ot 
water, in favor of the intended donee, but the completion 
of the gift takes place only in case of acceptance the 
donee, of what is so abdicated. This is the best interpve- ' 
tation. Accordingly, in the formula for declaring the 
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intention (of making a gifb,) the expression used by the 
learned is, “ I abdicate,” and not “ I will give” or “ I 
give.” Hence, although the fruit of gift arises (before 
acceptance), still because the right of the donee accrues 
from acceptance, therefore the proposition that acceptance 
is an acquisition, is not liable to exception. Fur the term 
acquisition means an act producing property. Accord- 
ingly Prabli^kara says : — “ This has been irrationally 
asserted by some one : to say that acquisition does not 
produce propoi-ty is a contradiction in terms.” The text 
of this has already been explained. Moreover if accep- 
tance, consisting in the knowledge that this property is 
mine, did only render that property to be capable of being 
dealt with, wherein the right accrued merely by the act of 
the donor, then the term acquisition as applied to accep- 
tance would be metaphorical in its meaning ; and the be- 
stowal of that property on any other person (in case the 
intended donee refuse to accept tho gift) would be, as men- 
tioned before, unreasonable ; also in case of his non-accep- 
tance, tho destruction of his right already produced will 
have to be assumed. Nor can it be said that it must bo 
acknowledged by you also, that by the act of the donor his 
right being extinguished, a common right of donees is pro- 
duced ; otjierwise if his right bo extinguished and no other’s 
right accrue, then the thing being without an owner, the 
right of any person might, by means of seizure &c., arise in 
that thing, just as in gra.ss, fuel, &c. of a forest, which have 
not been appropriated, and tlie preservation (of- the thing 
by the donor so long as it is not given to any other person ) 
would be impossible : so also in our opinion, the right of a 
particular person produced on the abdication in favor of 
that particular person, is extinguished by his non-accep- 
tance, and the right of another arises by bis acceptance ; 
thus there is no such contradiction as the destruction of 
a common right and the production of an exclusive right 
(which you cannot but admit). Because a common right in 
such a thing being not recognized, the production thereof 
is without authority, and is neither acknowledged by rea- 
son of mulHplicity. But notwithstanding the extinction 
of the donor’s proprietory right, consisting in the capabi- 
lity of being dealt with accor^ng to pleasure, the gift 
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itself being incomplete in the absence of the effect, namely, 
the production of another’s property, the donor who aims 
at attaining the merit held out by the injunction (for gifts) 
certainly retains the right of preserving (the subject of the 
gift) till the bestowal (of the same on some other fit per* 
son) ; in the same way as (a sacrificer has the right of pre* 
serving) the clarified butter poured on the sacrificial fire 
until it is burnt to ashes, by reason of the declaration of 
imperfection which would otherwise be the consequence 
of jfjon-conformity with the prohibition of (the offering) 
being touched by what should not be touched. Hence it 
follows that although another’s right be not generated, still 
there is no harm in not preventing (by the supposition of 
a common right) the (supposed) consequences of the tiding 
b^ing without an owner, and of its seizure. Upon this 
alone is based the practice of the learned, consisting in 
the preservation of the subject of gifts (to men and gods). 
Nor can it be argued that the injunction being assumed 
by us to refer solely to abdication, the fact of the produc* 
tion of another’s right would ^ not at all be important, 
because abdication, such as is described above, is what (we 
say) is intended by the injunction, for otherwise in the 
case of homa also, the state of being burnt to ashes would 
be unimportant. 

As for what has been said, namely, — from its associa* 
tion with officiating as a priest and teaching, acceptance 
though it do hot immediately create proprietory right, is 
still an acquisition in a metaphorical sense only, — that 
also is from ignorance. Since in the case of officiating at 
a sacrifice, the shares to which the priests and others are 
entitled, are, at the time of distributing the fees (daks/dnA), 
allotted to them in the shape of wages. Accordingly in 
the aphorism of Jaimini, viz., “ Salary is the service of a 
master,” the use of salary (to signify the fees) has been 
ascertained : the details, however are to be found there. 
Salary is no other . than the wages causing inducement of 
a servant. So also, in teaching, the pupil at the end of his 
education gives to the teacher such wages for teaching as 
satisfies him. But in case of regular service for wages, the 
paid tuition is quasi degradation. • Hence as distinguished 
mm acceptance as well as from service {nirvesa) implying 
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(regular) wages, officiating at a sacrifice and teaching have 
been separately enumerated as being a mixture of both. 
Hence these too are acquisitions in the primary sense. 
Accordingly also the term honorarium {dakshind) is ap- 
plied to what is given to a priest and a teacher. 

As also for the argument that it is undisputed that in 
the property left by a brother or any other relation the 
right of the rest of the brethren or other heirs is produced 
either by the demise of the owner or by the survival of the 
brethren &c. at the time of his decease ; therefore also in 
the case of sons &c. let the demise of the father &c., or 
the survival at the time of their decease, be the cause of 
right, but not the birth of the sons &c., which is not ap- 
plicable to all cases ; — that also has been already confuted 
by showing that it must be admitted that birth is a cause 
of right. 


51. As also for what has been said, namely, that if 
birth bo held to be a cause of proprietory right, then the 
tp' *^ of Manu, viz: — “ After the father and mother &c.,” 
Ciiiniot consistently be explained; — for if it be considered 
to mean the prohibition of previous partition, then the 
objection would arise that it intends a meaning not its own ; 
and as the purpose of partition is mundane, an injunction 
lor partition as well as an injunction for its time is im- 
possible. Nor can it be taken to mean an obligatory in- 
junction regarding partition which stands (but for this in- 
junction) optional, for in that case there would bo a conflict 
with the injunction regarding dwelling together ; therefore 
it must be admitted that the text is intended for establish- 
ing that while the father and the mother are alive there is 
no ownership by birth to their property, but that it is on 
their demise that the right of the sons &c. accrues to 
their estate. 

62. The above argument is extremely unsound. Be- 
■cause the objection that it imparts a meaning not its own. 
is equally applicable (to the view taken by him); and 
because there can be no incongruityi in considering the 
above text to be an injunction as to the time for partition, 
inasmuch as there was no independence! (of the sons) before 
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(the demise of the father) ; and because even it be held as 
a superfluous injunction regarding the time (for partition) 
which proceeds from the desire (of the co-sharers for 
partition) there can be no impropriety, it being a text on 
positive law. . 

Hence is obviated also the objection that partition 
would be admissible only at the moment immediately 
following the father’s decease, for tliere is not in this 
instance any particular objection like the danger to the 
new-born infant’s life in the case of a sacrifice on the birth 
of a son, — against the immediate sequence of the effect 
(when the cause is present). Neither is the causality of 
the father’s decease indicated by the injunction regarding 
the time for partition, for otherwise, as the effect must 
necessarily follow the cause, it would be sinful if partition 
be made after the death of the parents (and not imme- 
diately on their death). Moreover the extinction of the 
father’s right arises also from degradation and retirement : 
but the right (of the sons) by birth holds equally good 
(in those cases). In the case of degradation, however, 
the extinction of right and the disqualification for parti- 
cipation arise only if expiation be not performed. Other- 
wise penance too, which can be accomplished with (one’s 
own) wealth, could not be performed by the parents with 
their own wealth. 

Accordingly, (it must bo admitted that) the following 
text also, namely, “ When the mother is past child-bearing 
&c.,” declares an injunction with reference to the time 
for partition. There is not, however, in that event the 
extinction of right as in degradation &c. : but the extinc- 
tion of (the father’s) right is deduced solely from profane 
authority as well as from the prohibition of (his) participa- 
tion, as in the case of a brother and others (who are excluded 
from inheritance by reason of disqualification) ; this will 
be meptioned (hereafter). 

53. Moreover, Jimiitavhhana himself appears to give 
up his prior contention, and to admit partition by sons 
even when the father’s right is not extinguished ; for he 
has, after having asserted that — “ Thus there are two peH- 
ods of partition : one, when the father’s right ceases ; the 
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other, by his choice while his right endures,’* — and then 
meanwhile having found fault with the three periods of 
partition mentioned in the Mitdkshar& — come to the con- 
clusion that, — “ Therefore two periods of partition are right- 
ly affirmed : ^ one, when the father’s right is extinguished 

degradation, extinction of temporal affections and 
death ; the other, by the choice of the father while his 
right subsists.”^ Now how does (in the latter case) the right 
of the sons arise in the property of the father ? And 
how is it that there is no conflict with the texts ordain- 
ing absence of ownership (of the sons) while the parents 
are alive ? Partition being impossible of what is not 
property, how can partition be made by them ? Where 
IS the consistency of one part with another of his 
(Jlmfitavahana’s) own book ? For' (in another part) he 
says, ** The cessation only of the father’s right is in- 
tended by the text, ^ After (the demise of) the father and 
mother &c.’; with this purpose the term after is used 
instead of the term dead: the meaning being after the 
cessation of the father’s right, and the cessation of the 
father’s right arises as well from his degradation and 
extinction of worldly affections as from bis £)ath &c.” 

Again he says: — Here also, as it is indicated that 
the son’s right in the father’s wealth arises from such 
causes as the extinction of the temporal affections, this is 
one period of partition.” Now if by the term, ^‘from such 
causes as the extinction of the temporal affections^” the 
cessation alone of the father’s right be intended, in that 
case it is contradictory to what has been said, namely, 
the other period of partition is by the choice of the father 
while his right subsists. 

Again when he maintains that the survival alone of 
the sons and others at the time of the extinction of the 
father’s right is a means of acquisition, how can he assert 
the right of the sons to the property of the father while 
the father’s right subsists. Uertainfy the father’s right 
cannot (according to his opinion) cease simply by reason 
of the mother’s being past child-bearing in the absence of 
the father’s retirement to a forest ; therefore it becomes 
difficult to apply the term ^heritage’ to the property where- 
of partition is made while the father’s right is not extin- 
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guished ; for the meaning of the term heritage as explained 
himself is wanting, viz. : “ The term heritage is tech- 

nically used to signify wealth in which right dependent 
on relation to the former owner arises on the extinction 
of his right.” These and (Similar confusions arise (in pur- 
suance of the doctrines propounded by Jimdtav4hana). 

54. Blit it is to be observed by those that are uiipre- 

K " ed that every thing becomes consistent if right by 
be admitted. Accordingly in the Mithksharh and 
other works it has been said that the term heritage signifies 
that wealth wherein another’s right arises dependent on 
relation to the former owner : but the phrase on cessation 
of the previous owner’s right” has also not been inserted 
in it. Hence it is established that heritage is two-fold. 

The argument in support of the three periods of par- 
tition mentioned in the Mitakshara will be set forth at 
length when that subject will be dealt vdth ; there is no 
use of discussing here what is incidental to the subject 
under enquiry. 

55. The term ‘ partition’ has been explained in 
Mit&kshark, thus, “ Partition is the adjustment into speci- 
fic portions, of divers rights arisen in the entire estateu** 
But Jimfitavahana introduces this definition as the opinion 
of the adversary in the following passage,— “ Nor can h 
be affirmed that partition is the adjustment into a partioti- 
lar portion of that right which all the co-sharers have 
through the sameness of their relation over the entire pro- 
perty — and then finds faults with it, thus, — “ Because 
the relation (of one co-heir to the owner) opposed by the Go- 
existence of another relative produces a right — determina- 
ble by partition— to portions only of the estate ; for (other- 
wise) there would be mulUplicity in the assumption of the 
accrual and extinction of a right to the entire estate ; and 
it would be useless as there would not result the effect, viz. 
the power of dealing with the -property according to 
pleasure;” and then goes on, — “What we say is, that 
partition consists in the act of manifesting, by tne casting 
of lot or otherwise, the right which had arisen in lands, 
gold &o. and which extended only to a- portion of them, 
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and which was previously unascertained, being unfit for 
exclusive appropriation, because no evidence of any 
ground of discrimination existed; or partition is the act of 
ascertaining the right or of making it known, — by the 
derivation of the term.” 

66. The author of the Dayatattva has referred to 
this view of Jimiitavkhana, and censured it thus : — “ For 
how may it be certainly known, since no text declares it, 
that the lot for each person falls precisely on that article 
which was already his. 

“ Again if wealth be gained after the father’s demise, 
by a brother riding one of two horses, which belonged to 
the father, it is universally acknowledged, that two shares of 
it appertain to the acquirer ; and one to any other co-heir. 
In such a case when the original property is subsequently 
divided, if that very horse be obtained by the acquirer, 
then according to the opinion of those who affirm partial 
rights, the horse was already his ; why then should another 
brother share the wealth gained by liim ? But if the horse 
be obtained by another, equal participation of wealth so 
acquired woula be proper, since it is gained by the per- 
sonal labour of the one and by the work of a horse be- 
longing to the other. 

But in fact, partition is the adjustment by lot or 
otherwise into a right over a specific portion, of that right 
which did, by reason of the same relation of the co-heirs, 
accrue to the whole property, upon the extinction of the 
right of the previous owner. 

“ Thus, even the accrual and extinction of rights 
over the entire estate are to be admitted, in the same 
manner, as in the case of the re-union of co-heirs, the do. 
struction of rights over portions, and the production of 
rights over the entire estate, are acknowledged. 

“ This too is (in a manner) acknowledged by the 
author of the Dkyabhkga who himself writes : — In the fol- 
lowing text of Vrihaspati, namely : ‘ He who being 

(once) separated dwells again through affection, with his 
father, brother or paternal uncle is termed re-united,’ be- 
cause the father, the brother, the paternal uncle and the 
like, are from their birth likely to be united as regards 
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the property acquired by the father or the grandfather ; 
they alone may Become re-united, when being once sepa- 
rated they annul, through mutual affection, the previous 
partition with the agreement to this effect, that the wealth 
which is thine is mine, and what is mine is thine, and re- 
main like one houserholder in any transaction. But not an 
association of merchants who, unlike the co-parceners, are 
by the mere union of stocks formed into a partnership, 
nor the mere union of estate of separated co-parceners 
without the stipulation based upon affection (are to be 
looked upon as instances of re-union). 

“ By reason of the right being common, the text of 
Kdty&yana, which says : ‘ A co-parcener is not liable for 
the use of any article which belongs to all the undivided 
relatives,’ becomes consistent in its literal sense ; inas- 
much as his own right extends over every article ; 
accordingly there can be no theft in such a case, as will 
be shewii, hereafter. 

“Similarly a^l 80 > by the text of Narada, namely: 

‘ Separated, ‘not unseparated, brethren may reciprocally 
bear testimony, become sureties, bestow gifts and accept 

J resents,’ the prohibition of mutual gift &c. amongst un- 
ivided co-parceners becomes logically consistent ; because 
(in such a case) there is an. impossibility of gift and ac- 
ceptance, inasmuch as the acceptor had a right to the 
property given, even before a gift of it was made. 

“ All the co-parceners are entitled to the fruits of all 
acts, either temporal or spiritual, which are performed with 
the use of the joint property ; since their right is com- 
mon. This is affirmed also by Narada : ‘ Among un- 

divided brethren, duties continue common; but when 
partition takes place, their duties also become different.’ 

“Vyasa ordains: ‘Let no one without the consent 
of the others, make a sale or gift of the whole immoveable 
estate nor of what is common to the family.’ Here, from 
the use of the adjective * whole,’ it appears that the right 
of each parcener accrues to the entire estate. 

“ Therefore, when there are two persons equally re- 
lated to the deceased, each of them considers the property 
left by the deceased to belong to himself as well as to the 
other coheir. Gift and the like by the one for his own pur- 
6 
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poi^e, is prohibited, should the other’s consent be want* 

“ Therefore it is established that the right does not 
accrue to a fractional portion.” 

57. It appears that this is subscribed to also bj the 
author of the Mitakslmi'a ; for, he says : ‘‘ Partition is the 
adjustment into specific portions, of divers rights which 
have arisen in the entire estate.” 

But what is to be decided here is this : lyiiether 
ownership inhering in. the owners and determined b^ the 
whole of the property, also whether property inhering in 
the entire estate and determined by the owners, exists 
jointly in all or exists separately in each ? The first (alter- 
native) is not tenable. Since in case of destruction of any 
one of tliose in which the ownership or the property in- 
heres, there would bo great nmltiplicitjf in assuming their 
destruction, and the production of them in all the remain- 
ing ones ; and since the dealing with any article by any 
one (of the co-owners) would be impracticable in conse- 
quence of the want of power (in any one co-owner) of giv- 
ing away or selling or using in any otlier way, according 
to pleasure. Neither is the second (alternative) tenable ; 
because on partition the destruction and tlie reproduction 
of all of them would have to be assumed ; and because that 
would be cbtttrary to the tbllowing passage (of the Mit&k- 
shara), viz. “ Partition is made of what was projierty, but 
property is not generated by partition.” 

Wliat wo say hero is this : — there are certainly rights 
existing separately in each, by reason of the sameness of 
the relation : when partition takes place amongst the co- 
owners, the right of each ceases to what is allotted to the 
others, in the same way as by death, retirement and the 
like : so thisro is no inconsistency. And this is what is meant 
by ** adjustment otherwise, the genei'ation of right to a 
specific portion would have been used. Accordingly the 
cessation only of the right is assumed, /but the production 
of a difierent right is not assumed. Agreeably to the 
opinion of Jfmiltavahana, it being not determined previous 
to partition, as to what property the right of a co-sharor 
accrues in reality, there would be an cud of all temporal 
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affairs as well as spiritual ones enjoined by tlie Sruti and 
the Smriti; — which can he performed by wealth. You 
(Jimdtavahana) impute to the author of the Mit^kshara, 
the defect of multiplicity for his assumption of the destruc- 
tion and the production of rights, hut yours is a still greater 
one (that of inconsistency) when yon admit tlie production 
of a different right of each (of the co sharers) in the property 
of the others by consent given by all (on re-union) after 
partition. You ascribe uselessness to the right over the 
entire estate by reason of its unfitness for use: but the same 
is equal if the right be admitted to arise in a fractional por- 
tion. There is no use in spinning out the matter. 
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PART I. 

Sbc. l-r-8. When and hy whom partition is made. —9. Distribution by 
the father not arbitrary. — 10. Of allotment of shares to wive.s. — 
11. ‘Of equal Distribution. — 12. Father’s double share in self- 
acquired property. — 13. Not so in ancestral property. — 14. Equality 
of shares preferable in all cases. — 15. Partition with one who wishes 
not to take any share. — IG. Partition of herita<jo extends to tlie 
third degree ; participation per stirpes not per capita. — 17. Of parti- 
tion of ancestral property recovered by father and of the father’s right 
of disposal. — 18. Motlier’s life no bar to partition. — 10. The mother 
.entitled to a share. — 20. Initiation of uninitiated brothers. — 21. Mar- 
riage of sisters, &c. — 22. Of alienation of immoveable property. — 

23. Partition may take place at the desire of a single co-sharer. — 

24. Of a CO- sharer born after partition. — 25. Of partition by brothers 
of different classes. 

1. Now are determined the periods, when, and tho 
persons by whom, partition may be made. 

On that subject Manu says : — “ After (the death of) 
the father and also tho motlier, the brethren being assem- 
bled together shall equally divide the paternal estate ; for 
they are not masters while those are alive.” 

“ Paternal,” signifies, belonging to tho parents, since 
both are previously mentioned : hence by the phrase “ after 
the father,” a period of partition of the paternal property, 
is expressed; and by the phrase “after the mother,” a 
period of partition of the maternal property, is shown ; 
the term “ and also” {cha) however, is used for the pur- 
pose of indicating other periods, but not for tho purpose 
of laying down the restriction, (that partition is to be 
made only) “ after the death of both,” for the mother’s 
life dues' not constitute a bar to tho partition of the pater- 
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nal property, nor the father’s life to the partition of the 
maternal property. 

Accordingly the author of the Sangraha says : — “ Par- 
tition of paternal property may take place notwithstanding 
the mother is alive, because in the aosence of the husband, 
the mother has no independent ownership (in the property 
of her husband,;), likewise also the partition of the maternal 
property may be made while the father is alive, for when 
there are children, a woman’s lord is not the lord of her 
property.” The meaning is : Inasmuch as, when there 
are sons, the mother has not independent ownership in the 
property of her husband even after his death, therefore 
even while she is alive the partition of the paternal pro- 
perty is reasonable ; and because the husband has no right 
to the property of the wife, when there are children, 
therefore even while he is alive the sons are entitled to 
divide the maternal property. 

Hence also the text, ‘‘For they are not masters while 
those are alive” is to be held as establishing the absence 
of independence in respect of the property of the father 
and mother respectively; and not as establishing the 
absence of right, since it has been demonstrated that the 
sons’ right to the property of the father (and the mother ?) 
accrues by birth. 

In the following text, namely, — “ Should the father 
etfect partition, he may separate the sons at his own desire, 
or (may separate) the eldest son with the best share; 
or all may be equal sharers ;” — Ykjnavalkya, by declaring 
that the father may separate the sous at his desire, in- 
dicates that whilq the father is alive, that too is a pe- 
riod of partition when the father feels a desire for it. 
In that case, again, the father alone is the person who is 
competent to make partition ; since the want of the sons’ 
independence has been established by the text, viz., — “ For 
they have no right while the father is alive and free from 
defect.” From the adjective “ free from defect,” it appears 
that what is meant is, that although the father be alive who 
has defects like degradation, still because the sons are not 
required to remain under his control, therefore that too is 
a period of partition when they desire ; and in that case 
the sons are competent to make partition. 
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There is also another period of partition at the desire 
of the sons, namely, when the father feels no concern for 
property and has his sexual appetite extinct, and the 
mother is past child-bearing. Thus Narada having 
spoken of partition after (the demise of) the father, in the 
text, namely, — “ Hence after (the demise of) the father, 
the sons may divide his estate equally;” — goes on to 
say : — “ Also when the mother is past child-bearing and 
the ' sisters have been given in marriage ; or. when the 
father’s sexual propensity has become extinct and his 
affection (for property) has ceased.” 

Jimfitavahana, nowevor, reads the text as “ the 
father is lost or houseless,” (instead of “ the father’s 
sexual propensity has become extinct ;”) and explains that 
“ lost,” means, degraded ; and “ houseless,” signifies, no 
longer a householder. He also says that the reading, 
viz., — “ the father’s sexual propensity has become extinct,” 
is unauthorized. But this is unreasonable, for that read- 
ing has been adopted in the Mit&kshara and other com- 
mentaries. The passage “ the sons may divide his estate” 
(occurring in the preceding text) is to be construed with 
the latter text (of Ndrada). 

Gautama also, after declaring, — “ After (the demise 
of) the father, the sons may divide his wealth,” — goes on 
to say,-^“ Also in his lifetime, when he desires, if the 
mother be past child-bearing.”. 

Also Vrihaspati ordains,— >•“ On the demise of the 
parents, partition among brethren has been declared ; it 
may also take place while they are alive if the mother be 
past child-bearing.” 

Again even when the mother is capable of bearing 
more sons, and the father is unwilling, partition may take 
place at the desire of the sons, if the father sufier from 
a lasting disease or be addicted to vice. Thus Sankha 
says Partition of inheritance may take place against 
the will of the father, if he be old, diseased, and have his 
intellect perverted — ^also N&rada says : — “ A father 
who is afflicted with disease, or is influenced with wrath, 
or whose mind is engrossed with a beloved object, or who 
acts otherwise than the Sastras permit, is not competent to 
make partition.” 
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2. To 'wimt has been said on the -subject in the 
MitAkshard, namely, that the father’s death is oiie period, 
when the mother is past child*beanng is the second, and 
the third is in the lifetime of the father when he desires, — 
the following objection is raised by Jimdtavabana : — 
“ If the cessation of the mother’s courses be joined, as a 
condition, with the extinction of the father’s affections, 
then since the nubile age is ordained by Man u in the text, 
viz., — ‘ A man of thirty years shall marry a lovely girl of 
twelve years ; or a man of twenty four, a ^irl of eight 
years : one who marries sooner deviates from virtue ;’ — ^and 
since the same sage ordains the age in which a man should 
adopt another order, in the text, — ‘ After fifty a man 
shall retire to a forest;’ — therefore at that time, the cessation 
of the mother’s courses being impossible, there could be no 
partition at the desire of the sons although the father 
become a hermit or his temporal affections be extinct. If 
it be said that the extinction of the father’s temporal 
affections without the condition annexed to it, constitutes 
a period of partition of paternal property, then even 
when the father is degradea partition could not take place 
if his temporal affections be not extinct. If it be alleged 
that this too is another period of partition, then there 
would be four periods of partition, viz.^ the demise of the 
father, his degradation, the extinction of his affections and 
his desire. Hence two periods only are reasonable : one, 
when the father’s right ceases by death, degradation or the 
extinction of terporal affections ; the other, at the ; pleasure 
of the father while his right subsists.” 

This olnection has arisen from not understanding the 
intention oi the author of the Mit4kshard. For he docs 
not lay down the restrictive role that there are only three 
perioas of partition ; because he does immediately establish 
other periods by the passage ‘ likewise, &c.,’ and because 
there is no reason for such a rule. The proposition, again, 
that one period of partition is on the cessation of the 
lather’s right, and the other, at the father’s desire although 
his ownership have not ceased, — ^is erroneous. Since in 
that case, the text, “ when the mother is past child-bear- 
ing,” would become unmeaning, for the father’s right is 
not extinguished by reason of the mere fact of the cessation 
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of the mother’iSi courses ; and since the cessation of the 
father’s right cannot possibly be the occasion of partition, 
inasmuch as right has been established to accrue by birth. 
Similarly also, right does not cease under the circumstance 
of being afflicted with a lasting disease ; hence also the 
restrictive rule asserted by you that there are only two 
periods of partition is difficult to be maintained. Nor can 
you say that you approve the proposition that right does 
not cease when the father is afflicted with a lasting disease, 
for it would be contrary to the text which enjoins partition 
on that event. 

3. As for what has been said by the same author, 
namely, — “.The condition ‘ when the mother is past child- 
bearing,’ refers to the property inherited from the grand- 
father and other ancestors. Since, the mother being past 
child-bearing, the birth of more sons becomes impossible, 
hence partition among sons may then take place, but by 
the choice of the father, for if ancestral property were 
divided while the mother was capable of bearing cliildren, 
then those bom subsequently would be deprived of subsis- 
tence ; nor is that reasonable, for it is ordained , — ‘ Those 
who are bom and those who are not yet begotten, as well as 
those who are in the womb, all require maintenance ; the 
dissipation of their hereditary source of maintenance is 
censured.’ — Inasmuch as there are two periods for partition 
of paternal wealth, therefore Manu, Gautama and other 
sages have used the term * after,’ leaving the term death. 
‘ After,’ signifies, extinction of the father’s right. But if the 
above text referred to paternal property, then the text, — 
‘ But one bom after partition shall take tho father’s share 
only,’ — ^would bo without any subject to which it may be 
applicable, because there is no possibility of the birth of 
more sons, when the mother is past child-bearing ; nor can 
it be at all supposed to relate to the mother’s estate, for in 
that case the mother would be deprived of her property. 
Hence the condition ‘ when the mother is past child-bear- 
ing,’ refers to 'the estate of the grandfather. Nor can tho 
circumstance of the mother being incapable of bearing more 
children be a cause of partition independently of choice, for 
there can be no partition without a will to effect it ; then 
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the q^uestion occura, whose must that will be ? and the solu*' 
tion is that it nuist be the father’s will, ns deduced from the 
text of Gautama, which says, — ‘After (the demise of) the 
father, the sons may divide the estate, or while he lives if 
the mother be past child-bearing, and ho desires it.’ Hence 
there are only two periods for partition of the grand- 
father’s estate ; one is, when the parents are no more, and 
the other, when the mother is past child-bearing and the 
father desires it.” 

This too is, but the effect of carelessness : because the 
objeetion of dissipation of the subsistence is equally appli- 
cable to paternal property ; and because the objection that 
the text, * But one born after partition, &c.,’ would bo with- 
out a subject, holds equally good in case that text bo liold 
to refer to the estate of the grandfat her and other ances- 
tors; also because it cannot but be admitted, as it is uni- 
versally admitted, that when a father wlio retains his tem- 
poral affections becomes tainted with degradation and the 
like, partition of even the grandfather’s estate may take 
place at the desire of the sons. But as it will be established 
that in the projierty of the grandfather, the ownership of 
the father and the sons is equal by reason of texts such as, 
— “ The ownership of the father and the son is the samo 
&c.,” — ^therefore in fact partition thereof at the desire of 
the sons is not improper. As for a different interpretation 
of the above text, and the supposition that the absence of 
mastery relates to his estate &c., all these will be refuted 
on the occasion of considering that text. 

4. We say that there are only three periods of parti- 
tion in this way, namely, when the father is alive and 
worthy of independence, his'desirc alone is the cause of 
partition ; but if he is not worthy of it by reason of degra- 
dation, mendicancy and the like, then the desire of the 
aoiis only ; on the demise of the father, however, the cau- 
sality of the sons’ desire, necessarily follows. Otherwise 
there would bo great confusion, for it would bo unreason- 
able to suppose that the circumstances, namely, extinction 
of desires and the like, do sometimes separately and some- 
times conjointly constitute the cause of partition, and 
because it woula be difficult to discriminate between wluil 
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constitutes the principal cause and what its concomitants. 
Hence in certain, texts the enumeration of #ome of the cir- 
cumstances and the omission of the others become consis- 
tent. 

By reason of the simplicity of the supposition of one 
radical rerelation, all the texts should be considered to 
indicate only the absence of the father’s independence by 
* extinction of desire’ and the like. To this very effect 
is the import of texts like the following : — “ For they 
are not masters while the parents are alive:” (Manu). 
“ For sons have not ownership while the father is alive 
and free from defect (Devala). “ And it is right even 
while they are both living (Vrihaspati). 

Hence Vyasa and other sages have declared two alter- 
natives, namely, one which is preferable, is the common 
abode of brothers while the parents are alive ; the other, 
where by their consent and the like, the eldest or any other 
who is capable of managing, the affairs of the family be- 
comes the head of the family and the rest live under his 
control. Thus Vyasa says: — ^^“For brothers, common 
abode is ordained while the parents are alive.” Harita de- 
clares, — While the father lives, the sons have no indepen- 
dence with regard to receipt, expenditure and deposit of 
wealth. But if he be deceased, remotely absent, or a£9icted 
with disease, let the eldest manage the estate.” Sankha 
and Likhita, however, most cl^rly declare, — ‘‘If the 
father becomes incapable, let the eldest manage the affairs 
of the family, or with his consent a younger brother con- 
versant with business ; partition of the wealth does not 
take place, if the father bo not desirous of it ; when he 
is old or his mental faculties are impaired, or his body 
is afSicted with a lasting disease let the eldest like a 
father protect the goods of the rest ; as (the support of) the 
family depends upon the wealth, they are not independent 
while they have their father living, or while the mother 
is so.” 

Therefore there are only three periods for partition, 
in the way mentioned above. 

5. In the text of Manu on this subjelct the tenn “ as- 
sembled together” only recites (but does not enjoin) the 
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assemblage (of. co-sharers) which may take place, like the 
plurality (recited by the plural number in the term 
“ brethren,”) otherwise partition could not take place, at 
the desire of one co-parcener or where there are two 
brothers. The term “ equally” however is restrictive ; but 
this will be fully considered hereafter. 

6. Jimiitavdhana says : — “ Since the term * parents^ 
(in Vrihaspati’s text) bears the dual number, thcrefoi'e 
partition by uterine brothers, of even the paternal property 
should bo made only on the demise of the mother. But 
the use of the mother’s demise has no reference to the 
partition of the mother’s estate ; because the text ‘ oven 
while they are living’ cannot consistently refer to the 
mother’s estate, therefore it must be admitted to refer to 
another’s property : hence, because by the term ‘ even’ in 
the text * even while they are both living,’ the existence 
of the parents is declared to relate to the very same case to 
which the non-existence of the parents stands as the cause, 
therefore the demise of the mother ought not to be inter- 
preted as referring to the estate of the mother.” 

But this is not consistent ; fur in the text of Manu the 
terms ‘ father’ and ‘ mother’ are separately set out : also 
where it is otherwise, (as in Vrihaspati’s text) it is reason- 
able to interpret the dual number as only intending 
reference to partition. If it were not so, then there would 
be no earthly reason for connecting the property of one 
with the demise of another. 

What again is the meaning of the passage, namely, — 
« Because the text, * even while they are both living &c.’ 
cannot consistently refer to the estate of the mother 
&c.” ? If it be that the text does not refer to the property 
of the mother, by reason of the absence of her indepen- 
dence while the father is alive, in that case the father has 
ownership even in the property of his wife notwithstand-* 
ing the sons, therefore her demise too cannot have any 
bearing upon that, hence would arise the objection of haviug 
reference to something else. 

And as for a different meaning of the above passage^ 
it will be shown that that is an absurd assertion. Hence 
the proposition, affirmed by the author of the Sangraha 
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ttnd others, — vi/., that the mother’s demise relates to her 
property, — is consistent ; since the reason is earthly. 

7. The common abode of the brethren, however, is 
preferable, as while the parents are alive Rs likewise after 
their demise. Thus Sankha and Likhita declare, — “ They 
may live together if they please, for being united toge- 
ther they may attain to prosperity.” The meaning is, 
that being “united together,” i., e., dwelling together they 
may attain to prosperity through the assistance rendered 
by each other in the acquisition of property. So NRrada 
says. — “ Let tlie eldest brother, like a father maintain the 
rest together ; or let a younger brother who is capable, do 
so : the maintenance of the family depends upon ability.” 

So Manu ordains, — “ The oldest brother may take 
the patrimony entire, and the rest may live under him as 
under a father. By the eldest son as soon as born, a man 
becomes father of male issue, and is exonerated from the 
debt to tlie ancestors :• such a son therefore is entitled to 
take the entire heritage. That son alone on whom he 
devolves his debt and through whom ho tastes immortalL 
ty, waa-begotten from a sense of duty j the rest are con- 
sidered as begotten from love of pleasure. Let the eldest 
like a father, support the younger brothers, and lot them 
.according to law behave like sons towards the eldest 
brother. The firstborn exalts the family, or on the con- 
trary, destroys it ; the firstborn is the most respectable in 
society, the firstborn is honored by the good in this world. 
If the eldest brother acts as an eldest brother should do, he 
is as a mother, he is as a father. But one who does not 
act as an eldest brother should do, is still to be respected as 
a relative. The eldest brother who from avarice defrauds 
his younger brethren shall not be considered as the eldest, 
shall forfeit his share and shall be punished by the king.” 

Agreeably to all these texts, the joint abode of all 
the brethren in obedience to the eldest brother who is 
possessed of good qualities, is preferable. 

But if increase of religious merit bo desired then parti- 
tion should be made. It has been so declared by Manu 
and PrujApati; — “ Thus let them dwell together, or apart 
for the sake of religious merit, since religious duties are 
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multiplied apart, thereforo separation is virtuous.” Reli- 
gious duties consist in the worship of gods &c., for that alone 
is never heard to be separate in a joint family. Accordingly 
Vrihaspati says: — “ Among those who live in cominensality, 
the worship of the manes of ancestors and of gods and 
Bnilimanas, is common : but among the separated the very 
same worship takes place in the house of each.” 

The author of the Sangraha, however, says that the 
term increase of religious merit, includes also the increase 
of religious merit by moans of the establishment of the 
sacred fires and the like ceremonies : — thus he says, — By 
partition the paternal estate is rendered the property of 
the sons ; when the right of property arises, they com- 
mence ; hence separation is virtuous : “ commence,” i. e, 
accomplish the ceremonies of establishing the sacred fires 
and the like. 

But this has already been refuted by us when esta- 
bUshing the right of sons to the performance of ceremonies 
enjoined by the Sruti and the Smriti, even before partition 
by reason of the sons’ right to the paternal property accru- 
ing by birth alone. Therefore by the term religious 
duties, are to be.understood only such religious duties as 
the five great sacrifices. 

8. The phrase “ and the sisters given in marriage,” 
is however inserted not for the purpose of marking a period 
of partition, but for the purpose of shewing that their mar- 
riage must be celebrated: similarly the text of Nfoada, 
w«., — “ Whatever remains after the father’s gifts are given 
and the paternal debts liquidated out of it, should be 
divided by the brothers so that the father may not remain 
a debtor,” — ordains the obligation of paying off the father’s 
debts, but not a period of partition. 

9. Again when the father separates the sons at his 
desire, then also arbitrary will shall not be exercised, but 
the meaning of Yogisvara’s text is, that of the two methods 
viz. Or (may separate) the eldest with the best share, 
or all may be equal sharers,”— that method which he 
chooses may be adopted. 
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Professor Vijadnesvara expUuns the above text in the 
following way The eldest, ^th the best share ; the 
middlemost, with the middlemost share; the youngest, 
with the smallest share ; or all the eldest and the rest may 
be made equal sharers.” 

The oriental writers, however, sav that the phrase * at 
his desire’ indicates a separate method altogether, and dis* 
tinct shares of the eldest and others and equal shares con- 
stitute two methods : thus there are three methods ; accord- 
ingly the first term or ” in the text “ or (may separate) 
the eldest,” — becomes significant, as having reference to 
the mode indicated by the phrase at his desire it would 
become far-fetched, had it reference to the method which is 
subsequently set forth. 

And they assign the following reason tor that (view): 
— ^In the text of Ndrada, viz., — “ Or the father himself 
when old may separate the sons, either (he may separate) 
the eldest with the best share, or in any way he pleases,”— 
because one mode of unequal distfibution is set forth by the 
passage “ either the eldest &o,” and then it is said “ or 
in any way &c.” therefore it is indicated that there is also 
another mode of distribution by the desire of the father. 
Also H&rita says : — A father, having during his lifetime 
distributed his property may retire to the forest, or enter 
into the order suitable to an aged man ; or he may remain 
at home having distributed a small portion (of his property 
amongst his sons) and retedning a greater portion ; should 
he be pinched, he may take back from them.” — The 
order suitable to an aged man,” means the fourth order ; 
“ be pinched,” means, be reduced to poverty : — here too a 
different mode is expressed by the passage having distri- 
buted a small portion.” Therefore by reason of the same 
foundation (of Yogisvara’s text) with these (texts) it is 
reasonable to say, in order to include the above mode of 
partition in Yogisvara’s text, that the passage at his de- 
sire” (in Yogisvara’s text) indicates nothing but a separate 
mode. 

This is wrong : for the term or” does not become far- 
fetched (by having roference to the subs^uent mode,) 
since it may, with propriety, be construed in either wmy. 
Neither is the reason assigned correct. Because if the object 
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of the phrase * at his desire* '(in Yogisvara’s text) be to in- 
clude another Eiode menti|)ned in other texts, then the 
latter half (of Yogisvara’s text) would be merely unneces- 
sary jfbr as those two modes also are mentionedin other texts, 
theiro may likewise be included under the phrase “ at his 
desire” : there would certainly be very little necessity if 
the object of that phrase were to include a mode other than 
these (two modes).^ And because desire being under no 
restraint, the meaning of that (other supposed mode) can- 
not be ascertained without consulting other texts, (but it 
must be ascertained) so that arbitrariness may be prevent- 
ed : but there would be no necessity for consulting other 
texts, if the phrase “ at his desire” be interpreted to be 
inserted for the purpose of removing the idea of any rule 
regarding the applicability of the two modes mentioned by 
(Yogfsvara) himself. Nor can it be said that inasmuch as 
option is indicated by the very assertion of the alternative, 
the phrase " at his desire” is useless ; since it is far more 
reasonable to say that the phrase though it is superfluous, 
is intended to have reference to the two modes men- 
tioned by himself, with the object of removing the idea 
of ilie alternative being governed by any rule, rather than 
that the latter half (of Yogfsvara’s text) is useless. 

Again, the same foundation (of Yogfsvara’s text) with 
the texts of Nfirada and other sages, is not inconsistent with 
the interpretation put by Yijnanesvara ; for the two 
modes mentioned in Yogfsvara’s text, are declared in other 
texts also. Nor can it be said that let the meaning of 
Yogfsvara’s text be, that arbitrary will alone constitutes a 
distinct mode ; for in that case the following text would be 
meaningless, viz. : A father who acts otherwise than the 
Sdstras permit has no power in distribution” ; for, if (the 
exercise of) unqualified will were agreeable to the Sfistras, 
then acting otherwise than the Sdstras permit, would be 
impossible. Had will been the only cause, then the follow- 
ing text of Kdtydyana also would have been useless, viz. : — 
" But let not the father distinguish one son at a partition 
made in his lifetime, nor whimsicedly deprive any one 
(of his share) * without sufiBcient cause.” — “ Let not dis- 
tinguish,” means, let him not make any son bepefitted by 
any arbitrary special consideration, otherwise t h a n by the 
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specific deductions for the eldest and others, — as enjoined 
by the Sastras ; ** sufiicient causa” again, is such as degra* 
dation &c., permitted by the S&stras ; “ whimsically” 
means, through anger or through affection towards the son 
of a beloyed wife ; deprive” signifies, render destitute of 
shares. 

As for the following text ofYogfsvara, namely, — 
“ Among those separated with greater or less allotments, 
fthe distribution) made by the father' is pronounced, 
lawful,”— that again has, consistently with the text,, viz., — 
“ A father who is afflicted with disease or incensed with 
wrath &c,” — been explained by Vijnhnesvara himself to 
mean only this : — “ lawful” i. e., if in accordance with law, 
then what is made by the father is pronounced as finally 
made *. e., cannot bo revoked ; but what is not lawful 
i. e., not made agreeably to the SSstras, can certainly be 
revoked. 

Similarly are to bo explained also the following texts of 
Yrihaspati and Ndrada (respectively) : — “ Shares which 
have been assigned by the father to the sons, whether equal, 
greater or less, ought to be kept unaltered by them : else 
they shall be chastised.” — “ For such as have been separa- 
ted by their father with equal, greater or less allotments of 
wealth, the same is a lawful distribution ; for the father is 
the lord of all.” — The meaning is that even in case of parti- 
tion with the best and the like shares allotted by the father 
to the eldest and the like respectively, the others should not 
be dissatisfied ; nor should the oldest and others bo so, in 
case of partition with equal allotments : accordingly Narada 
says, that ** that is a lawful distribution.” 

Partition \Vith the best and the like shares has been 
declared also by Manu thus, — “ The twentieth part of the 
estate together with the best of all chattels, constitutes the 
specific deduction for the eldest ; half of that for the middle- 
most ; and a quarter, for the youngest.” Baudhdyana has 
declared the case of equal shares, thus : — ‘ Manu distri- 
buted the heritage among his sons ; hence the share of all 
is equal by reason of the absence of distinction.” The 
meaning is, that all the sons shall have equal shares inas- 
much as no distinction is mentioned in the Sruti, tus., 
** Manu distributed the heritage among his sons.” 
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10. If a fSftther, by his own will, separates his sons 
with equal shares, then he must give to each of his wives 
a share equal to that of a son. Thus Yajnavalkya says : — • 
** K he makes the allotments equal, then his wives to whom 
voomaiin property has not been given by the husband or 
father-in-law, shall be made equal sharers.” — ^To whom 
woman’s property has not been given through affection 
&c., by the husband or the father-in-law : the mention 
of the husband «&c. is illustrative ; the meaning is, 
who aro devoid of womaris property described here- 
after. What is laid down is, that each of such wives 
is entitled only to a share equal to that of a son. Thus the 
following meaning is deduced : — ^When the father separates 
his sons even with the best and the like shares, then also 
after having deducted the best and the like shares he shall, 
out of the whole property from which the specific deduc- 
tions have been made, allot to each of his wives a share 
equal to that of a son ; but they are not entitled to speci- 
fic deductions for their seniority. 

Whatever, however, a wife is entitled to as hor speci- 
fic deduction, that too the wife gets ; accordingly A'pas- 
tamba says : — “ The furniture in the house and the 
jewels belong to the wife.” — “ Furniture” means pots 
for eating and the like. What furniture of a woman i» 
not joint property and what ornament is not so, will bo 
considered hereafter. 

Nor is it reasonable to say that when Vijnknesvara 
explains the above text (of Yogisvara) to intend that a wife 
is entitled to a share equal to that of a son in both tho' 
modes (of partition), then the condition consisting in 
the equality of shares, as ordained in the passage, “ If ho 
makes the allotments equal,” — ^is useless : this much only 
ought to have been said that the wives do not get specific 
deductions according to their seniority. Because a 
mode of mere unequal distribution without the specific 
deductions, — has been declared by Manu in the text, — 
“ When the specific deductions have thus been made, 
let equal shares (of the residue) be allotted : but if the 
specific deductions be not made, then the distribution of 
shares among the 190ns shall be in this manner,— let the 
eldest have a double share ; the next born, a share and a 
8 
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half, and the younger sons each a share : this is the settled 
law,” — ^by Gautama in the text, — “ Or the first-born may 
have a double share, and the rest one share each, by 
Vasishtha, m the text, — “ The partition of heritage among 
brothers is now declared : let the eldest take two shares, 
to him also belongs a tenth of the oxen and horses ; the 
goats, the sheep and the house belongs to the youngest ; the 
iron instruments and the furniture of the house belong 
to the middlemost,” — and by Ndrada, in the text, — 
“ To the eldest an additional share should be given ; 
for the youngest tho best share is ordained ; the rest shall 
partake of equal shares and so the unmarried sister.” — 
If this mode be adopted, then in order to establish the 
absence of the wives’ shares in that case, the restrictive 
rule, namely, If ho makes the allotments equal,” — ^has 
been ordained. Henco there is no defect. 

Accordingly in interpreting the following text of Manu, 
viz. — “ Among undivided brethren, if there be exertion 
in common, then the father shall on no account make un- 
equal allotments,” — ^which prohibits tlie distribution of un- 
equal shares, if in acquiring the property there has been 
“ in common” z. e., equal “exertion” i. e., labour of all the 
brethren, — Jimdtavdhana says: — But the specific deduc- 
tions may certainly bo given by the father, these do not 
partake of the nature of allotments j unequal allotments only 
being prohibited. 

Tlio following is the opinion of Vynfinayogin; — 
nonce also in a case of partition with specific deductions, 
os declared by Yajnavalkya in the text, “ or the oldest 
with tho best share,” — the sons certainly take equal shares ; 
consequently to that case also, the above text (of Y5jnap 
valkya) is applicable. But it does not apply to the case of 
partition with double shares &c. 

But if tvonian^s property has been given (to a wife,) 
in that case the allotment of a half share is subsequently 
ordained in tho text, — “If any have been assigned, let him 
allot the half.” Although this has been ordained with re- 
ference to what the husband is to give to a wife who is 
superseded by the marriage of another wife, still by parity 
of reason it is to be applied to the present case where the 
question occurs (as to what should Ira allotted to a wife who 
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has received woman's prop&riy). For Baudhiiyana says : — 
What is affirmed of even one among many that have a 
common property, the same is to be extended to all, since 
they are declared to be similar.” 

Jfmiitavahana and his follower the author of the 
D&yatattva appear to explain the term “ exertion in com- 
mon” in the text of Manu, viz., — “Among undivided 
brothers &c.,” — to mean, if all ask for partition ; for they 
B£^ : — “ But when the sons request partition in the father’s 
limtime, an unequal distribution should not be made by 
him.” But this interpretation is improper inasmuch as the 
term “ in common” fsahaj becomes unmeaning, and the 
term “ exertion” futthinamj although importing labor 
must be taken to signify, desire for partition ; hence the 
interpretation put by us is to be preferred : thus we get 
also harmony with the following text of Yogisvara, viz., — 
“ When there is an augmentation of the common stock, then 
however, the distribution is ordained to be equal” : hence 
that text is reasonably construed by putting no other in- 
terpretation than what is approved by us. 

It has been said in the Mit^kshard : — “ Again in the 
text, — ‘ If any have been assigned, let him allot the half,’ — 
the term ‘ half does not signify an exact equal division ; 
hence so much should be given as what was g^ven befotQ 
and what is given now may be equal (to the share of a son].” 
The purport • of which is this : —although the term arlha 
(half), in the neuter gender, signifies equal division accor-- 
ding to the Ttosha (vocabulary) which says, — “ ardha in the 
neuter gender, implies equal division,” — still the intention 
is that a wife is entitled only to a share equal to that of a 
son, so that the share of a wife may not be unsettled, that 
is, sometimes greater than that of a son, and sometimes 
less ; also that the restriction as to an exact half share may 
not have an ultra-mundane object. 

With regard to this the author of the Madanaratna 
says : — “ From the plural number in the term * wives,’ 
(in Ykjnavalkya’s text) it ai>pears that the father himself 
is to take a share for each wife ; but separate shares are 
not to be allotted to them ; since that would be contrary to 
Hftrita’s text which ordains, — * There can be no partition 
between husband and wife.’ ” 
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This is not tenable ; for partition between husband 
and wife is not aifirmed here, so that there would be conflict 
with the text of H^rita, but (what is affirmed is) the gift to 
the wives, at tho time of separating the sons, of shares 
equal to theirs, like the gift through affection ; for this 
reason it has been said that a half shiare shall be assigned 
if womavla property has been given. Hence there is no 
defect. 


11. The partition, however, which takes place at the 
desire of the sons during the lifetime of the father, — ^must 
be e(}ual ; because there is no provision for inequality (of 
distribution,) and because the term equally” which oc- 
curs in the previous text is to be construed with the text of 
Manu (Nkrada ?) viz., — When the mother is past child- 
bearing.” 

So also the partition after the demise of the father 
must be equal ; for it is so declared by the term, equally” 
in Manu’s text cited before ; also Harita says, When the 
father is dead, the division of the heritage shall be equal ;” 
— so Paithinasi declares, — “ When the paternal proper^ 
is to bo divided, the shares of the brothers shall be equal”; 
so also YSjnavalkya ordains, — After tho demise of the pa- 
rents, tho sous shall equally divide the heritage and the 
iebts.” 

This text (of Ykjnavalkya) has been explained in the 
Miikkshar&, thus : — After the demise of the parents,” in- 
dicates the period of partition, “ the sons” shows the per- 
sons by whom partition is to be made, equally” restricts 
tho mode of partition. 

If it be said that when Manu, after having premised 
partition after the demise of the father, and having ordained 
the alternative of joint abode to be preferable, in the fol- 
lowing text, — ‘‘ Tho eldest alone, however, may take the 
paternal estate in its entirety, and the rest may live under 
him as under a father,” — has also spoken of unequal divi- 
sion in the text, — Tho specific deduction for the eldest 
is the twentieth part &c.” : — ^then how can the restriction, 
be obtained that the distribution shall be equal ? The 
answer is, although this unequal distribution is laid down 
by the S&sti'as, whether the father be alive or dead ; still 
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(be restriction, — ^that the distribution shall be but equal 
in this kaliyugam (age of discord,) — is to be maintained 
in pursuance of other texts j for Yogisvara ordains, — “ But 

{ >ractise not what is abhorred in the world though it bo 
egal, for it secures not spiritual good.” 

Here the term “ world,” means yvgam (age) ; the 
meaning is, “ what is abhorred” i. e., prohibited to be 
practised in one age, although it may be legal in another 
age, ought not to be practised. Otherwise there would be 
the following defects it would be contradictory to say 
that the same thing is legal, and (at the same time) is one 
whicl^ secures not spiritual good ; the abhorrence of what is 
agreeable to the Sastras by one who is versed in them 
would bo contradictory; the abhorrence of mortals in 
ignorance of the Sfistras does not, however, render anything 
incapable of affording spiritual good, because the same 
might extend to cruelty &c. in the ceremonies of agnisoma 
and the like. Accordingly, those only that are ordained 
to be shunned in the kaliyugam^ such as the killing of 
cattle in honor of a venerable guest and the sacrifice of 
cows, have been set forth in the Mitakshai'k as examples of 
what are abhorred in the world. 

Again wherever the re marriage of an undefiled 
widow, and the like, have been mentioned under what 
are to be shunned in the kaliyugam, there have been 
also included the specific deductions for the eldest &c. ; 
thus in the A'dipurkna it has been said, — “ The re- 
marriage of a woman once married, the specific deduc- 
tion for the eldest, the sacrifice of kino likewise, the 
intercourse with a brother’s wife, and the use of a kaman- 
dalu ; these five shall not be done in the kaliyugam'^ So 
also it has been said in the Smritisangraha , — “ As neither 
the law of appointment to raise issue, nor the sacrifice of 
kine, so neither the partition with specific deductions, now 
exist.” — “ The law of appointment to raise issue,” means, 
intercourse, — in the prescribed way, by appointment of 
venerable relatives, — ^with a brother’s affianced bride if the 
brother dies, (before the completion of marriage); 'Hhe 
sacrifice of kine,” is as ordained in the text, — Sacrifice a 
barren cow as a victim consecrated to Mitra and Varuna ;” 
** now,” means, in the kaliyugam. 
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Accordingly A'pastamba, haying declared his own 
opinion, — “ A father, in his lifetime, shall equally distri- 
bute the heritage among the sons and having stated 
as the opinion of some, the taking of the entire estate 
by the eldest, in the text, — “ Some (say that) the eldest is 
the heir — and having shewn, as the opinion of others, 
a distribution with specific deductions, in the text, — “ In 
some countries, the gold, the kine, and the black produce 
of the earth belong to the eldest ; the car appertains to the 
father ; and the furniture in the house and ornaments are 
the wife’s, as also wealth (received by her) from kins- 
men — has refuted the same in the text, — “ That is con- 
trary to the S&stras;” — and has himself explained the 
inconsistency with the SAstras, in the text, — “ No distinc- 
tion is mentioned in the Sruti, — ‘ Manu distributed his 
heritage among his sons.’ ” 

Hence unequal distribution, though ordained by the 
SAstras, ought not to be carried out in the kali age. 

As for what has been said by the author of the Mitkk- 
sharA, namely, — “ it is also contrary to scripture — that is 
open to question. I'or if there be inconsistency with 
scripture, then unequal distribution could not be practised 
in other ages also (besides the kali age,) consequently 
the texts ordaining it would be altogether without authori- 
ty ; hence it is inconsistent to say that it is one which is 
to be shunned in the kali age. Neither is hero direct con- 
flict with scripture; for inasmuch as distinction is not 
ordained in the Sruti (cited above), therefore equality (of 
distribution) is inferred according to the maxim, — “Equali- 
ty is the rule where no distinction is expressed.” 

In the following passage of the Smritichandrikk, 
however, there is written a different text of scripture, cited 
by BaudhAyana, which ordains unequal distribution He 
b^self has declared that there is a different text of scrip- 
ture, bearing upon the specific deductions for seniority, 
“ The eldest shml set apart one from every kind of property 
agreeably to the Sruti, — ‘ Therefore set the eldest son at 
ease with a property’ by speaking of “ one from every 
kind of property,” he indicates that the singular number 
in the term * a property,’ occurring in the Sruti, is signi^ 
ficant; ^ set at ease,’ means satisfy. 
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Jiniiitavahana and others, however, say that the equal 
or unequal distribution are determined respectively with 
reference to the consent or not (of the younger brothers,) 
in the passage : — “When there is the consent of the brothers 
by reason of great respect &c., (for the eldest) then there 
may be unequal distribution with specific deductions and 
the like : accordingly equal division alone is observed in 
the world, because persons of the present day (who are 
younger brothers) entertain no great respect (for their 
elders), also because elder brothers deserving of deducted 
allotments are now rare.” — This is, however, not acceptable 
as it is inconsistent with the first half (of Yhjnavalkya's 
text,) because in that case, the sons’ desire alone would be 
the cause ; and the interpretation, — ^that the father’s will 
constitutes another independent mode (of partition) — ^has, 
however, been previously shewn to be erroneous. 

12. Wlien the father distributes his self-acquired pro- 
perty amongst the sons, he shall himself take two shares. 
This has been declared by Ndrada, — “ The father while 
dividing his own property shall take two shares.” Also 
Vrihaspati says, — “ If partition takes place in his lifetime, 
the father shall take two shares.” 

It is said by Sankha and Likhita that the father 
takes two shares in case he has an only son ; thus, — “ If 
he be the father of an only son, he shall allot two shares to 
himself.” The author of the Yyavaharaparijata, however, 
has explained the above text, thus • — Here the term “ only” 
(ehaj means, excellent; accordingly if the son, being 
accomplished, is capable of acquiring wealth, then on 
separation with him, two shares shall be taken by the father. 

Jimiitaydhana, however, has explained the above text, 
thus ; — “ The term ekaputra (rendered above into ‘ tho 
father of an only son’) signifies, the son of one father, t. e., 
the true fmrasaj son ; it is not a compound called vahulriM, 
signifying, ‘ the father of an only son’ ; for, as in a vahvhrihi 
compound what is principally considered is an object 
difierent from what the constituent words of such a com- 
pound mean, it is not preferrable to a shaskfhitatpurusha; 
accordingly the %on {ksheircya) is excluded by reason 
of his being the son of two fathers : hence a father being 
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a true son (of his own father) shall take two shares out of 
the estate of his own father, but not a father who is hthdrc^a 
or the mf^i son.” 

This is wrong, for in that case, this text would refer to 
the estate of the grandfather ; but it will be established 
that even a father who is a true son (of his father) is entitled 
to (no more than) a share equal to that of a son, because 
the father and the sons have equal right to the estate of the 
grandfather : accordingly here the vahuiriAi compound is 
to be necessarily preferred. 

^ The author of the Mitkkshark, however, has not 
noticed the above text at all. 

Kktydyana says, — “ A father takes either a double 
share or a moiety by reason of his acquisition of both son 
and wealth ; and a mother also, if the father be deceased, 
is entitled to a share equal to that of a son.” 

(In commenting) on this text Jimutavhhana says : — 
“ The term putravittdrjandt (rendered above into ‘ by 
reason of his aquisition of both son and wealth’) means, 
from a son’s acquisition of wealth, t. e., the father is entitled 
to two shares of the wealth acquired even by a son, in the 
same manner as of his self-acquired property : but it does 
not signify, * b^ reason of the acquisition of both son and 
wealth mr it is admitted that when partition is made with 
brothers, then even one who has not got a son takes two 
shares as the gainer of the wealth ; hence it must be affirmed 
(by the adversary to be the meaning of the above telt) that 
if any relative exist who is entiued to participate, the 
acquirer takes two shares &c. ; but if there be none, he 
takes the whole. But thus the specific mention of father 
and son would be unmeaning, like the singing of a drunkard. 
Besides acquisition is an act Causing right of property, 
for it has been declared that * it is a contradiction to sa^ 
that acquisition does not produce right of property’ ; but it 
has been shewn under the topic of the gift of whatever a 
man owns that there can be no such right oyer sons; 
hence the term acijuisition would be metaphorical in 
regard to sons and literal in respect of wealth ; but this 
two-fold meaning of a term once uttered is unreason- 
able. Nor can it be argued that the text would be super- 
fluous, since the son’s right to a double share is obtamed 
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from the fact of his being the acquirer, and since the father’s 
right to two shares is also deducible from other texts, 
independently of the above text. For this text is not 
superfluous ; since without this text' there is no authority 
for holding that the father is entitled to two shares of his 
son’s wealth.” 

This is not tenable ; for the compound {putravittarja- 
ndty) as explained by you, convoys a secondary meaning, 
depending at it docs upon the genitive ease to be imported, 
and as such, is less reasonable than the conjunctive form 
(maintained by us). As for the objection raised to the 
conjunctive form by the argument for it is admitted &c.” ; 
that is extremely incongruous ; for the text does not 
relate to participation &c. by brothers, the father’s jrro- 
perty being the subject dealt with. Nor can it be contended 
that tlie term putra “ son” (in the above text) is useless, the 
acquisition of property alone being a suflicient cause, for 
taking two shares, llecause the term shows the absence of 
independence (in the son): the purport is, a son too being 
acquired by him like property is dependent, and as such 
can bo no obstacle to the taking by the father, of two shares 
of his self-acquired property. As for tlio objection, “ but 
this two-fold meaning &c.” ; that too is not good. For the 
father’s right over the sons too is admitted. It cannot be 
said that this would be contradictory to what is said under 
the topic of the gift of whatever a man owns, the 
purport of what is said there being against such right of 
the father and others. Because the absence of the gift of 
sons &c. which is concluded in that topic, has been 
established by reason of conflict (of the gift of sons 4 &c.) 
with what is sliewn in the Bh&shya, to bo the inducement 
(for giving away all that a man owns). It is for this 
reason that the . provisions regarding the gift &c. of sons 
and daughters, bear only the primary meaning, they do 
not convey gift &c. that are secondary, such as making 
sons &c. dependents of others. 


13. . But the appropriation of two . shares by a father 
relates to his self-acquired property ; it has no reference 
to the property acquired by his father. For the father 
and tile sons ar6 entitled to equal shares of the grand- 
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fatlier’s estate, since tlieir co-equal ownership therein has 
been ordained by Ynjnavalkya in the following text, — 
“ The ownership of father and son is, indeed, similar in 
the acquisitions of the grandfather, whether land, any 
settled income or moveables.” 

And the meaning of this text is this : — “ land,” signi- 
fies, rice-field and the like ; “ any settled income,” is what 
is given by reason of written grants by kings to the 
following effect, — “ To sucli and such a person, so many 
betel-leaves or the like shall be given from such and 
such a plantation of betel leaves or orchard of betel-nuts ;” 
“ moveables,” are gold &c. ; by the term “ indeed,” it 
is indicated that the ownership of father and son in these 
is well-known, right accruing by birth alone ; that again is 
“ similar,” i. r., co-equal : hence in respect of the grand- 
father’s estate, the sons are not dependent on the father, 
as they are in respect of the father’s self-acquired property ; 
consequently partition (of the grandfatlier’s estate) may 
be made (by the sons) even against the flither’s will, and 
the rule. regarding the father’s two shares does not obtain. 

So Vrihaspati has declared, — “ In the property ac- 
quired by the grandfather, whether immoveable or move- 
able, the parcenership of both father and son is ordained 
to be co-equal indeed.” 

The. author of the Madanaratna says : — The meaning 
is that the father shall take an equal share only, but not a 
double share as in the case of his self-acquired property, 
nor shall adopt the mode of unequal distribution. 

On this, Jimdtavahana says : — “ Where of two 
brothers, one dies, while the father is alive, leaving a son, 
and the other brother survives and subsequently the father 
dies ; in that case the son alone, by reason of his proximity, 
would have inherited the father’s ostate, but' not the grand- 
son whose father is previously deceased, by reason of his 
distance ; in order to prevent this, it has been declared 
that ‘ the ownership is similar hence, as the father had 
ownership in the grandfather’s estate, so his son too has : 
there is, nowever, no distinction by reason of .greater or 
less propinquity, both being equally competent to offer 
oblations in the pdrvana mode. This is the purport. 
Hence also a great-grandson whose father and grand&tber 
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are dead is equally entitled to the estate of the groat-grand* 
father, for there is no distinction as to the offering of 
oblations. But if the sons had ownership in the grand* 
father’s property while the father is alive, then on partition 
by two brothers having sons, their sons too would have been 
entitled to shares by reason of their equal ownership. 
Hence the text (of Ylijnavalkya) relates to a grandson 
whose father is dead and nut to grandsons generally. Nor 
can it be said that such cannot be the purport of the text, 
as being not the subject premised. Because the case of 
grandsons by different fathers is the subject previously 

n osed. But what is intended to be shewn by the 
uration of the similarity of ownership, is that there 
cannot be unequal distribution by the father at his will, as 
it can be in the case of self-acquired property. Thus 
Vishnu says : — ‘ When a father separates his sons from 
himself, his will regulates the division of the wealth acquired 
by himself ; but in the estate inherited from the grand* 
lather, the ownership of father and son is co-equal.’ 
Hence as regards self-acquired property, a father may 
separate his sons with unequal allotments ; but in the 
grandfather’s estate the ownership being co-equal, the 
father cannot act according to his pleasure. These texts 
being reasonably construed by this interpretation alone, 
the general rule, — that the father’s desire constitutes the 
period of partition, and that the father is entitled to a 
double share,— is not affected (by tliem). Again, although 
it may be conceded, as is maintained by Dharesvara, that 
the texts relate even to grandsons whose father is alive, 
still the object is no other than to prevent unequal distri* 
bution by the choice of the father ; they do not however 
shew that partition may take place at the desire of the 
sons, nor that the father is not entitled to two shares. 
When, agreeably to the following text of Vrihaspati, viz.— * 
‘ The eldest by birth, by science, and by good qualities 
shall obtain a double share of the heritage ; and the rest 
shall share alike : ibr he is as a father to them,’ — a father, 
who delivers his father from the lower regions and is the 
oldest by good qualities, — ^is, on partition with his brothers 
entitled to a double share as being like a father : then it is 
not proper on the part of yourself and the sages, to say 
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tlmt the fatlicr himself, on partition with his sons does not 
obtain a double share of the estate inherited from the 
grandfather, although it is through him alone that the re* 
lation of the sons arises to the grandfather’s property. 
Henco the rule that the father’s desire constitutes the period 
for partition, as set forth in the text, ' He may separate 
his sons by his choice’ and that tho father is entitled 
to a double share, as is laid down in the text, — 
‘ shall take two shares,’ — is applicable also to the property 
inherited from the grandfather ; but it is only the unequal 
distribution amongst tho sons, that does not take place at 
his will. Nor can it be said that in tho following text, 
viz., — ‘ In the property ' acquired by tho grandfather, 
whether immoveable or-raoveable tho parcenership of both 
father and son is ordained to be equal indeed,’ — the equality 
of the shares of father and son being clearly declared by 
Vrihaspati, how are two shares for the father obtained in 
this case too? Because the meaning is that ‘the par- 
cenership,’ i. tho act of one who distributes is. ‘ equal,’ 
that is to say, tho father is not, however, entitled to make 
a distribution of greater and less shares at his choice : it 
it docs not imply that the shares must be alike. Or the 
declaration of equal parcenership may be taken to have re- 
ference to a father who is the son of two fathers, such as 
the wife's son, since it has been shown that the terra eka~ 
putra in tho text, — ‘ If he be tho father of an only son &c.,’ 
— refers to one who is a true son.” 

This ' is not acceptable, being opposed to the context. 
Since after ordaining that among grundsoiis by diiferent 
fathers the allotment of shares is according to the father, — 
it is declared, — “The ownership of father and son is, 
indeed, similar in the acquisitions of the grandfather 
whether land, any settled income, or moveables.”-^Now 
here three doubts arise, namely, whether, when the 
father is alive, the grandsons have no ownership in the 
grandfather’s property, or there can be no partition, or parti- 
tion can take place only by the choice of the father as in the 
case of his self-acquired property. Hence what the au- 
thor of the' Mitaksharh says, namely-, that the latter text 
is ordained only with a view to remove these doubts, — ^is 
consistent with the proper mode of interpretation. Where- 
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foro should it be restricted to the case of grandsons whoso 
£a&er is dead ? Nor, can it agreeably to what is main- 
tained by Dhdresyara, be said, that the text is intended 
to prevent only unequal distribution by the choice of the 
father, and not the determination of the time for partition 
by the father’s choice, nor his double share, which are 
without distinction applicable to this case. Because 
there is no ground of discrimination (as to what is 
the intention). — ^Moreover, the causality of the father’s 
desire, is literal, being expressed by the instrumental case 
in the text, “ may separate hy his choice;''' but the deter- 
mination, by the father’s desire, of the time for partition, 
is only inferential : it is very strange that when the literal 
causality is prevented by tms text, it does not prevent 
the determination ^by the father’s .choice) of the time for 
partition — ^which is inferential. And if the ownership be 
admitted to be co-equal, as'you have taken upon yourself the 
difficulty of admitting it, — ^then the causality (if the son’s 
desire, and the determination by it, of the time, cannot 
be opposed. 

If it be said, — That the father is entitled to a double 
share by reason of his being the father and not by 
reason of his greater right, nor ,by reason of his 
being the acquirer ; for (otherwise) that (t. c., the acquirer’s 
double share) being established by the general . text of 
Vasishtha, namely, — “ Whatever any ono of them has him- 
self acquired, he is certainly entitled to tw<> shares” (of the 

same,)— the particular text, — ^viz. — “ The father shall 

himself take two shares,” — would be useless ; therefore in 
the same way as, by virtue of special texts, he is, by reason 
of his being the eldest son, entitled to two shares of the pro- 
perty acquired by his father, so likewise is the lather, 
of the property inherited from the grandfather: hence 
in our opinion the father is entitled to a double share 
even of the property acquired by a son. 

(The answer is,) true, but the text which ordains co- 
equality of right, and which is applicable without restric- 
tion, is against that (conclusion). 

That the father is not entitled to a double share of 
the property acquired by a son, has been already e8tabli8he,d 
by impugning the meaning assigned by you, to the text 
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cited by you, namely, putravitWyandt. Nor can it be said, 
.that even if a double share cannot be deduced f^m that 
text, still the father’s double share in the property acquired 
by a son, follows from the general text itself. For (in 
that case), the specification of the acquisition of the pro- 
perty as the reason thereof, — ^would become meaningmss. 
Nor can it be argued that that part of the text which spe- 
cifies the reason, is merely illustrative, otherwise there 
would be no use of this special text inasmuch as a double 
share by reason of acquisition is established by the very 
text of Vasishtha. Skice, as the double share of the son, 
by reason of his being the acquirer, is not prohibited in 
that text, therefore although the father be entitled to two 
shares by reason of his being the father, still the result 
would be the equality of wares ; but the father’s share 
does not become greater than the son’s share, as you 
contend, for there is no express text to that effect. 

As for the impropriety mentioned in the passage, 
** Moreover &c.” ; tW is nothing. For there can be no 
question of propriety as to the equality ordained by a text 
of law ; neither can impropriety be avoided by you, (for 
you say) the eldest is entitled to two shares by reason of 
his being the eldest, and the father is so entitled by reason 
of his being the father, hence follows the equality (of the 
father) with the eldest son. 

1 4. It appears, however, from the following text of 
Khtyhyana, cited in the Madanaratna, that the participa- 
tion of equal shares by all the brothers, and by the lather and 
sons, is the preferable mode : — When tne parents and 
the brothers take in equal shares, all sorts of properties, 
such a partition is declared to be lawful.”— -Accordingly, 
Yogisvara has employed the term “ all” in the text, “ or 
all may be equal sharers,” otherwise he would have said 

or shall make the sons equal sharers.” 

15. But with reference to a co-parcener who is capa- 
^ble of maintaining himself by his own exertion and does 

not wish to take a share of the paternal property &c., it is 
said by Manu : — ** If any one of the bretnren having a com- 
petence by his own exertion, feels no desire for we heri- 
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tage, ho may be debarred from his share by giving him 
something in lieu of maintenance.” So YAjnavalkya 
says : — “ The separation of one who is able to support him* 
self and is not desirous (of taking his share) is to be 
effected by giving him something.” — “ May bo debarred,” 
signifies, may be made to have no concern (with the 
property) ; the same is the meaning of the term “ separa- 
tion” (in Y&jnavalkya’s text) ; “ by giving him something,” 
means, by giving him anything, even a trifle, as a sign of 
partition : and this is to be done for the purpose of prevent* 
ing his sons from claiming the inheritance. 

Halkyudha, however, has in order to make the above 
text of Manu correspond with the following text of Nkrada, 
viz., — “ He who being employed in the management of the 
affairs of the family, performs its business, is to be honored 
by the brethren with food, raiment and conveyance,” — 
assumed the reading sa nirvatyas and has explained the 
meaning to bo, — his share is to be made up by the brethren 
who have taken their shares, by deducting wealth from the 
share of each. But this is to be rejected; because the 
term feels no desire” would become meaningless, and 
because it is improper to assume a reading which is not 
noticed by the commentators such as Medhatithi; and 
because the other reading is consistent with the clear 
declaration (in Yajnavalkya’s text) of “ separation.” 

The author of the Prakksa, however, has, even 
adopting the correct reading (nirvisyasj, explained the text 
of Manu in the following way : — “ If any one of the co* 
sharers who are engaged in the acquisition of wealth, do 
not through negligence or laziness, * feel desire’ t. «., co- 
operate, i. e.f render any assistance, although ‘ having 
competence,’ t. capable of rendering assistance ‘ by his 
own exertion,’ i. by bis co-operation, be should be 
debarred from his share, t. e., from the wealth acquired by 
the others’ own exertion, * by giving him something in 
lieu of maintenance,’ i. «., by allowing him to participate 
in the capital alone.” This is not reasonable ; because 
the term although” (ajjt) is to be imported, and because 
the meaning which is consistent with tne text of Yogisvara, 
does most dearly appear, and because the interpretation 
put^by you depends upon a different text. 
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16. Katyayana says : — ** When one himself dies 
unseparated, nis son who has not received maintenance 
from the grandfather, shall be made participator of the 
heritage ; he is to get, however, the paternal share from 
the uncle or uncle’s son : the very same share shall equi> 
tably belong to all the brothers : or his son also shall 
get : afterwards cessation (of succession) takes place.” 

“ One himself,” signifies, a brother, — “ his son,” the 
brother’s sou ; maintenance,” means share ; the question 
occurring, — ‘ what short of share is he to get ?’ it is said, 
“ the paternal share “ his son,” intends the great-grand- 
son of the person whose estate is divided, because the 
case of a grandson is considered; “afterwards,” «. «., 
after his son, “ cessation” i. e., cessation of succession takes 
place; the meaning is that the great-grandson’s son is 
not entitled to any share. 

Accordingly also Devala says : — “ Partition of heri- 
tage among undivided parceners and second partition, 
among divided parceners dwelling together, extends to the 
fourth in descent : this is the settled law.” — The meaning 
is that partition of heritage extends to the fourth degree 
counting from the proprietor. This rule is alike applicable 
if divided coparceners dwell together after re-union, by 
‘reason of the expression “ dwelling together.” 

The term “ the paternal share’’ being used by Katyfi- 
yana, it is indicated that the allotment of shares is to be 
according to the fathers. Accordingly Yajnavalkya says : 
— “ Among grandsons by different fathers the allotment 
of shares is according to the fathers.” — The meaning is 
this: — ^The right by birth of grandsons to the estote 
of the grandfather is not distinguishable from that of 
the sons; hence although it is proper that the grand- 
sons who are alike to the sons, should have a share equal 
tb that of a son ; — still their share being adjusted through 
their father, they are entitled to the shares of their 
fathers respectively ; the participation, however in the 
grandfather’s property is not with reference to them- 
selves. What is intended is this: — If unseparated bro- 
thers die leaving sons, and the number of sons be un- 
equal, one leaving two sons, and others three, four &o., 
the two shall take the share of their father by dividing 
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it into two ; the three, fintr &c. also shall take the share 
of their Others by dividing the same into three, four &c. re- 
spectively : but the distribution of the grand&ther’s estate 
is not to be made according to the number of grandsons. 
In the same way wh^ some of the brothers are alive, and 
the others die leaving sons, then the surviving brothers 
shall take their own shares, and the sons of the others 
shall take the shares of their fathers respectively : this dis- 
tinction is based upon the authority of the texts. Hence 
this text indicating as it does, the case of similar co-heirs 
(>. e., the case of grandsons only) is superfluous. Un- 
equal distribution with specific d^qetions also is based 
upon the authority of texts. But equal participation 
which follows from the co-equality of ownership has been 
superfluously laid down by the texts. 

17. Whatever .property of the grandfather was lost by 
theft or the like, but has been recovered by the father, 
therein the grandsons participate, only by the choice of 
the father, in the same way as in the property acquired 
by the father. This has been declared by Manu, — But 
if a father recovers his paternal property, which was not re- 
covered before, iie shall not, if unwilling, share that property 
with his sons, (like what is) acquired by himself.” 

The term “ acquired by himself’ is to be construed 
by supplying the term “ like what is ” ; or it may be con- 
strued in this way, — ^because that property passed from 
the grandfather, and was recovered by him ^one, hence 
it became as it were his self-acquired property ; the term 
“ if unwilling” shows that it is by the choice of the father 
alone' and not by the choice of the sons, that partition takes 
place of such property although inherited from the grand- 
father. 

Likewise there is another passage of law : — “ What- 
ever property of the grandfather was taken away, but has 
been recovered by the father by his own exertion, and 
whatever has been acquired by means of science hero- 
ism, &c., therein the father’s ownership is ordained; he may 
at his pleasure, make a gift of it or allow partition to be 
made of such property ; but in his absence, the sons are 
pronounced to be equal sharers.” 

10 
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“ Taken away,” i. e., wrongfully taken possession of 
by strangers ; the meaning is, that it was not recovered by 
the grandfather but was recovered by the father : the 
meaning of the expression “ by his own exertion,” is, 
without the use of the grandfather’s property ; but if it 
be recovered by means of the grandfather’s property, then 
the father obtains two shares on account of his being the 
acquirer by reason of the text of Vrihaspati, namely, — 
Among these, he who acquires himself, shall get only two 
shares.” And this is to be construed also with what is 
acquired by means of science &c. ; but this will be (here- 
after) stated at length. 

The substance of what is intended in the above text 
is this : — Although the ownership of the sons and the 
grandsons in the property of the father and the grandfather 
arises by birth alone, still by reason of the texts previously 
cited, the sons being dependent on the father, with respect 
to the father’s self-acquired property, and the father being 
entitled to superiority on account of his being the acquirer, 
the sons must give their assent to the disposal by tho 
father of his self-acquired property excepting land and 
slaves, by reason of the previously cited text, namely, — 
“ Immoveables and bipeds &c.” With respect to the grand- 
father’s property, however, there is also the power of forbid- 
ding (any disposal by the father); but with respect to 
property which was not recovered by the grandfather but 
lias been recovered by the father, the sons are certainly 
dependent on the father’s will, although the property be the 
^andfather’s ; but as regards gems, pearls <xc., though 
inherited from the grandfather, the father alone has inde- 
pendence by reason of the previously cited texts, namely, 
— Tho father is master of all the gems, pearls, and corals 
&c.” 

18. Jimdtavkhana says : — “ When partition is made 
by the brothers after the demise of the father, then as 
regards the paternal estate too, it should take place after 
the demise of both the parents, since the demise of tho 
father as well as of the mother is mentioned (in the text 
of Manu). The opinion of the author of the Sangraha, 
that the demise of the mother refers to tho maternal 
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property is not, however, to be preferred ; because there 
is no authority to support the supposition that the term 
* paternal ’ is the result of the uni-residual conjunctive 
compound, signifying, belonging to the parents. And 
because, if this be taken to be a provision regarding par- 
tition of the mother’s estate, then there would be tautolo- 
gy, since partition of the mother’s estate has been 
subsequently declared (by Manu) in the text, — ‘ But when 
the mother is dead, let all the uterine brothers and tho 
uterine sisters equally divide the maternal estate,’ — Y6j- 
navalkya also has, in the following text, namely, — ‘ Let 
sons divide equally the effects and the debts, after the 
death, of both jiarents : but daughters share the residue of 
their mother’s property after payment of her debts ; and 
the (male) issue, in default of daughters ;’ — declared the 
partition of the mother’s estate in the passage, 'but 
daughters &c.’ And the construction intended (of the 
first part of this text) is not that ' Let sons divide the 
effects of both parents,’ — but that ‘ after the demise of 
both parents’ : it is, however, by implication that the 
relation, namely, — ‘ the effects and debts of the father^ — is 
obtained, because in the latter part the partition of the 
mother’s effects and debts has been mentioned. Accor- 
dingly in the previously cited text of Sankha and Likhita, 
namely, — ‘ Since the support of the family depends on 
the wealth, the sons are not independent when the father 
is alive, as also while the mother is so,’ — the meaning 
expressed by the portion ‘ as also while the mother is so,’ — 
is, that the uterine brothers are not independent of the 
mother, and are not entitled to effect partition even while 
she is alive. Hence also in the text of Vyasa, namely, — 
' For brothers, a common abode is ordained so long as 
both the parents are alive : if separated after their demise, 
the religious merit of them increases,’ — separation being 
prohibited by the injunction regarding the common abode, 
and partition being prohibited in the lifetime of the father 
and the mother, the association of their lives is not inten- 
ded by the passage, ' while the parents are alive’ : hence 
if any one of the parents be living, partition is not lawful ; 
but it is so, when both are gone to rest. 
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“ Also in the text of Vrihaspati, namely, — * On the 
demise of the parents, partition among brothers is allowed, 
and even while they are both living, it ‘ is right if the 
mother be past chila-bearing,’ — since partition during the 
lifetime of the mother who is past child-bearing, cannot be 
relative to the mother’s property, and since the very parti- 
tion which is mentioned to take place after the demise of 
both parents, and which is referred to by the particle ‘ even’ 
in the passage * oven while they are both living’ — ^is pro- 
nounced to be right ; therefore it is ascertained that the 
partition among brothers after the death of the parents is 
relative to the father’s estate alone. 

“ Accordingly Vy&aa propounds that if partition takes 
place in the Uptime of the mothers, it is to be made 
according to the mothers : — ‘ If there be sons of one man, 
by different mothers, but equal in number and alike 
by class, a distribution among the mothers is approved.’ 
— Likewise Vrihaspati ordains, — ‘ If there be many sprung 
from one, alike in number and class, but born of rival 
mothers, then according to law, partition shomid be made 
by them, by distribution amongst the mothers.’ — Since there 
is not in reality any difference in the shares of {the differ- 
ent sets of) the half brothers, for they are equal in number 
'and in class, hence the provision of allotment of shares to 
the mothers refers to the superiority of the mothers. And the 
purport is, that this is not a partition among the sons, but 
the partition is to be made avowing it to' be one among 
the mothers. Therefore as in the mother’s property, so 
in this case also, the separatioa of the rons from eadi other 
is not lawful in tho lifetime of the mother. Hence what is 
said by Gautama and other sages, namely, — ' In partition 
there is increase of religious merit,* — ^must be understood 
to refer to one after tho demise of the mother.” 

This has already been refuted on the ^und that 
some spiritual object will have to be assumed, if it be held 
that the mother’s death has reference to paternal property. 

As for what has been said, namely, — that the term “ pa- 
ternal” has no reference to the mother’s property, because 
there is no authority for considering it to be the result 
of the uni-residual conjunctive compound, and because 
there would be tautology; — that is unreasonable. 
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Becaase for fear of the objectioo of assuming ^'ome spiritual 
object it cannot but be admitted that the term u the result 
of the uni-residual conjunctive compound ; the objection of 
tautology, however, is not consistent with reason, for the 
injunction regarding the partition of maternal property 
may rightly be taken to be a repetition with a view to lay 
down particular rules. 

As for the text of Y&jnavalkya, the author of the 
Mft^shark construes it thus, “Let the sons divide the 
effects of the father and the mother he has removed tlio 
objection of tautology by introducing the latter half thus, 
“ The sage, states an exception in regard to the mother’s 
separate property” ; and he has, — after explaining the 
text, “ and the issue succeeds on their default,” thus, “ In 
default of daughters, the issue, i. e., the son and the like, 
shall take the mother’s wealth after payment of debts,” 
— said, — “ Although this is established by the first part of 
the text, namely, — ‘ Let the sons divide equally the effects 
and the debts, after the demise, of the parents,’ — still it is 
ag^in declared for the sake of greater perspicuity.” 

Nor can it be argued that let this only be the con- 
struction here, namely, “ after the demise of the parents 
the terms “ the effects and the debts” become by implica- 
tion connected with “ father’s”, since in the latter half, the 
partition of the mother’s estate is ordained ; and thus the 
portion, — “ the issue succeeds on their default”— does not 
Wiome an useless repetition. Because, the terms “ the 
effects and the debts” implying as they do, relation to 
some person, the question occurs who is that person, conse- 
quently the construction of these terms with the term' “ of 
the parents” which occurs in the same sentence — ^is prefor- 
rable to the construction,' of these terms with the term 
“ of the father”, which is4o be known by implication a^r 
the perusal of the whole verse; and it is proper even to admit, 
as a consequence of such a construction, that the portion, 
“ the issue succeeds on their default,” — is a mere repeti- 
tion. According to the opinion of those, however, who 
explain the term “ issue” to mean, the issue of the daughter, 
t. the daughter’s son, — ^there can be no fear whatever 

of that portion being a useless repetition. All this will be 
dwelt upon at length when the partition of womatCt pro- 
periy wul bo discussed. 
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The absence of independence in the lifetime of the 
mother, as ordained by Sankha and Likhita, may certain* 
ly be reconciled by supposing it to bo intondea to extol 
the yeneration due to the mother, or to refer to her pro- 
perty. 

Also the text of Vydsa, namely, — “ For brothers &c.,” 
— ^merely lays down that daring the joint lives of both the 
parents, the common abode is approved ; neither is there 
anj defect in considering that tlie association of their lives 
is intended by tlie phrase, “ while both tlie parents are alive.” 
But, in fact, the joint abode is preferable also after the 
demise of the parents by reason of the text “ The eldest 
alone shall take the entire property &c.,” and partition is 
calculated to increase religious merit, and religious duties 
such as the five great sacrifices must be performed even 
while the mother is alive, hence for the purpose of increas- 
ing it, partition is certainly proper. 

As to what has been said, namely, “ Also in the text of 
Vrihaspati, — * On the demise of parents’ &c., since partition 
daring the lifetime of the mother who is past child-bearing 
&c.,” — the answer is : By the first half (of the text) it is 
declared that the common abode is preferable while both 
parents are alive, and that partition takes place after 
their demise ; therefore the meaning (of the latter half) is, 
that inasmuch as there is a possibility of the birth of other 
sons if the mother be not past child-bearing, and the dissi- 
pation of the means of their support is censured by the 
text, — “ Those that are bom and those that are not yet 
begotten &c.,” — but that it is not possible if the mother be 
past child-bearing, therefore partition is approved just as 
when the father’s affections become extinct : that being so, 
the motlier being past child-bearing, there is no possibility 
of the birth of daughters who are entitled to her wealth (in 
preference to sons), therefore the sons may, by her choice, 
divide her wealth also ; hence this text may relate also to 
maternal property. Therefore the objection is nothing. 

As for what has been said in the texts of Vy^sa and 
Vrihaspati, namely, that partition by half brothers is to be 
made by a distribution amongst the mothers that is not 
against my opinion. . Since, jRst as by virtue of the texts, 
like — “ A pei(son with his family shall not be independent 
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while the parents are alive,” — ^the dependence on the father 
and mother continues even after partition, so likewise by 
virtue of the above texts, (the half brothers) shall, as long 
as the mothers are alive, remain obedient to their orders, 
thinking the partition to be as between the mothers only. 
Ilow from this can it follow, that there is no right to the 
partition of the paternal property while the mother is alive ? 
There is no use in enlarging upon the subject. 

19. As in the case of partition during the lifetime of 
the father, the father is to make his wives equal sharers 
with his sons, so also in the case of partition after his 
demise the sons are to make them partakers of shares equal 
to those of themselves : this has been ordained by Yajna* 
valkya, — “ The mother also, of those effecting partition 
after the demise of the father, shall get an equal share.” — 
If siridhanam has not been given (to her) : when it has 
been given, then it is ordained that a half share shall be 
allotted. Notwithstanding, the term “ half’ here does not 
signify a moiety (or equal division) ; but what is intended 
is, that so much shall be given which (together with her 
atridhamm) will make her an equal sharer with a son. 

The term “ mother” which signifies the parent does 
not include a step«mother also ; for the term mother which' 
had been once used (in the text) cannot reasonably convoy 
t^o meanings one of which is primary and the other 
secondary. 

From the following text of Vydsa, namely, — “ The 
father’s sonless wives, however, shall bo made equal sharers ; 
as also the paternal grandmothers, for they are declared to 
be equal to mothers — and from the use of the term 
“ wives” in the text of )^ogisvara (§ 10), it follows that, iu 
partition during the lifetime of the father, all his wives 
without distinction are entitled to equal shares with the 
sons ; for the terms “ son” and “ wife” convey meanings in 
correlation with ‘‘father,” hence there can be no objection 
of their bearing primary and secondary meanings. But in 
partition after the demise of the father, it is effected by 
the sons, and the term mother which appears to be used in 
correlation to them, cannot, by reason of the variableness 
iu its meaning, imply a step-mothor also ) therefdie|hHiose 
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only wbo are mothers of sons, are entitled to shares equal- 
ly with their own sons. But those who are sonless are 
entitled to food and raiment only, like the wives of copar- 
ceners who are undivided or re-united. And this is rea- 
sonable, since the fatljer is independent in partition during 
his lifetime, and the sons are independent in partition 
after his demise ; and since this appears to be the intention 
of the use of the term “ mother” and the term “ wife.” It 
is also reasonable that those who are destitute of sons are 
entitled only to maintenance. ' This appears to be the 
intention of various commentaries. 

That all the wives of the father, whether sonless or 
having sons, are entitled to shares equally with the sons, 
even in partition after the father’s demise — appears to be 
the opinion of the learned author of the Mitakshard ; since 
he introduces the text of Ydjnavalkya^ . namely The 
mothers also of those effecting partition after the demise 
<&c.,” — ^with these remarks : — It has been ordained that 
the wives are entitled to shares equally with the sons in 
partition during the lifetime of the father, now the sage 
declares that the wives are entitled to shares equally with 
the sons in partition after the demise of the father.” 

Accordingly also the author of the Madanaratna says : — 
“ The use of the term mother indicates also the sonless 
step-mothers, as also the paternal grandmothers, agreeably 
to the text of Vyasa, — ‘ The father’s sonless wives &c.’ ” 

The following seems to be the intention of the authors 
of the Mitakshark and the Madanaratna : — And this is con- 
sistent with reason, since otherwise, in the phrase “ father’s 
wives,” (in Vyksa’s text) the ute of the term father, the 
correlative of son, — would be useless. Had the participation 
of ecjual shares with the sons, referred to the partition in 
the lifetime of the father, then the term “ mothers” would 
have been used instead of “'the father’s wives.” Hence it 
follows that it is only in consequence of their being the wives 
of the father, that they get equal shares with the sons,, 
whether the partition takes place in the lifetime of the 
father or after his demise. 

But if the genitive case in the term “ father’s” (in 
Vyksa’s text) bo held to be used to denote the agent, 
then what is affirmed (in the text of Vyksa) amounts to 
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this, — “ The wives are equal sharers in partition made hy 
the father^’’ and it follows by implication that the term 
wives” stands in correlation with him ; hence it is proper 
to say that this text relates only to partition in the lifetime 
of the father. But in YAjnavalkya's text the term mother 
cannot properly refer to the parent as well as to the step- 
mother ; and iot its correlative the term sons occurs sug- 
gested by the term mother itself ; therefore in order that the 
Wm mother may have its primary meaning it is proper that 
it should imply the parent alone. This is also the practice 
of the learned. This is here reasonable ; this ouglit to bo 
accepted : there is no use in dilating upon the mattei*. 

Vrihaspati ordains: — “ After his death, however, the 
moi\xGt (jananiJ or the daughter gets an equal share.” 
Here by the context the term “ his” means, the father’s. 

20. If at the time when the father is dead, any of 
the brothers be uninitiated, then after having performed 
their initiation at the charge of whole estate, the residue 
shall be divided according to shares. Thus YAjnavalkya 
says : — “ The uninitiated ought to be initiated by the 
brothers who have been previously initiated.” — From the 
mention of the term “ by the brothers,” it appears that 
“ the uninitiated” brothers are intended. The mere pro- 
vision that they ought to be initiated, having no concern 
with the subject of the Partition of Heritage, what is inten- 
ded is, — at the charge of the whole estate. Accordingly 
Vyksa says “ Those, however, among them, that are un- 
initiated shall be initiated by the elder brothers, out of 
the patrimony ; so also .the maiden daughters according to 
law.^’ 

Nkrada declares the necessity of the initiation of the 
uninitiated, although no wealth oit the father exists, thus : — 
“ If no wealth of the father exists, the initiation must, with- 
out fail, be made by brothers already initiated contributing 
funds out of their own shares.” 

21. The marriage of unmarried sisters also is neces- 
sary. If there be paternal property , then shares also are 
to be allotted to them. This is ordained by Ykjnavalkya, 
— “ The sisters also, giving (them) a fourth part from 
one’s own share.” The passage “ uninitiated ought to be 

.21 
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initiated” [occurring in the previous text § 20) is to be con- 
strued with this text. Manusays: — “ To the maiden 
daughters, however, let the brothers give separately from 
their own shares ; (they) shall be degraded, if unwilling to 
give a fourth part from every one’s share.” 

In the Batndkara and the Chintdmani it has been 
explained that, here the meaning of both the texts (of 
Manu and Y^jnaralkya) is not that to each of the sisters is 
to be given by all tlie brothers a fourth part of every one’s 
own allotted share ; for in that case she who has many 
brothers would get much wealth, and a brother who has 
many listers would be deprived of everything ; therefore 
what is intended, is only the allotment of so much property 
as is sufficient lor marriage. And in support of their view 
the following text of Vishnu is sot forth : — “ The mar- 
riage of the maiden daughters, however, shall be effected 
according to the estate.” 

This is not reasonable. Since it cannot properly be 
said that in neither of the texts the allotment of shares is 
intended ; and since the sin for refusal to allot shares has 
been mentioned as distinguished from the sin for non-per- 
formance of marriage ; otherwise, also the declaration of 
sin for refusal to give (shares) in the text, — “ shall be 
degraded if unwilling to give,” — would have to be inter- 
preted to intend sin for non-performance of marriage. 

For this reason Medh^tithi and the author of the 
Mitlikshara and others have explained the texts thus : — 
The ablative case in the terms “ from one’s own share” 
^nijddanautj and “ from every one’s share” f'svdt avddanadtj 
is, however used in the stead of a pai’ticiple understood ; 
that being so, the meaning is having regard-to that (i. e. 
“ one’s own share” and “ every one’s share.”) Hence, to 
a maiden daughter shall be allotted a fourth part of such a 
share as is assignable to a son of the same class with her. 
Accordingly the following meaning is deduced : if the 
maiden be daughter of a Brdhmanf, her share is the quarter 
part of what will be stated hereafter to be the allotment 
for a son by a Brtihmani wife ; similarly also if the maiden 
be daughter of a Kshatriy^ or the like. For instance if a 
Brdhma^i is the only wife of any person, and she has one 
son and one daughter ; then dividing the whole paternal 
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property into two parts, and subdividing one such part into 
four shares, ho shall give one such share to the sister, and 
himself take the residue. Similarly if there be two sons 
and one maiden daughter, then dividing the entire pro* 
perty into three parts, and sub-dividing one such pai’t into 
four shares, one such share shall be given to the sister, and 
the remainder shall be divided by the two brothers, 
according to shares. But if there be one son and two 
maiden daughters, then dividing the property into three 
})arts and subdividing one such part into four shares, and 
allotting two shares to the two maiden daughters, the rest 
shall bo taken by him. Similarly when the brothers and 
sisters are of the same class, whether their number is equal 
(or unequal), it is to bo understood that in all cases the sis- 
ters are entitled to get a quarter of the share assignable to 
a brother of the same class But if there be one son by a 
Briihmuni wile and one daughter by a Kshatriya wife, 
then dividing the paternal property into seven parts and 
subdividing tlie throe parts which would bo the allotment for 
a son by a Kshatriya wife into four shares, and giving one 
such share to the daughter of tlie KshatriyA wife, the son 
of the BrAhmani wife shall take the re.sidue. But when 
there are two sons by the Bnlhmani wife and one daughter 
by the Kshatriyd wife, then the paternal estate is to bo 
divided into eleven parts ; and the three parts which 
would be assignable to a son by a Kshatriyd wife, m.’? t be 
subdivided into four shares ; and giving one such share to 
the daughter of the Kshatriyd, the two sons of the Brdh« 
manf shall take the whole of the rest dividing the same. It 
must be similarly understood in any case of -equal or un- 
equal number of brot hers and sisters dissimilar in caste. 

Also Vishnu says : — “ Mothers are entitled to shares 
according to the shares of the sons; also the maiden 
daughters, according to the shares of the sons: as the sons 
are entitled to four shares, or three, or two, or one, according 
to the classes, so are the wives of the same cla.ss.” Here by 
the passage “ the maiden daughters are entitled to shares 
according to the shares of the sons,” — although it appears 
tWt the daughters are entitled to all the shares, namely 
four, &c. (equally with the sons of the same class ;) still 
because Mauu aud Yogfsvara have declared the allotment 
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(to them) of a fourth part of a share in the passages ‘^ from 
one’s own share,” and “ from every one’s snare,” therefore 
the accordance with the shares of the sous is to be under- 
stood in that way only ; but they are not entitled to shares 
equal to those of the brothers of the same class. Thus 
there is no conflict. 

Vrihaspati distinctly says : — “ The mothers, however, 
are equal sharers with them, and the maiden daughters are 
entitled to a quarter share.” This is approved also by 
K&ty&yana, for he says : — “ For unmarried daughters, a 
fourth share is intended,, and for the sons, three shares: 
but equality is ordained if the property be small.” The 
meaning, however, of the passage but equality &c.” is 
this: — if there be not paternal prqperty even sufficient 
for marriage, then the daughters are entitled to shares 
equally with the sons. 

Also the text of Vishnu, namely, “ The marriage of 
the maiden daughters, &c.,” (para. 2) — ^is not opposed to 
the explanation given by Medh4tithi and others. The 
marriage of the unmarried daughters of the father, i. e. of 
their own sisters shall be performed according to wealth. 
By this; only the necessity of marriage is ordained, but 
not the giving or not giving of shares. 

The author of the Smiitichandrikd, however, has, 
in accordance with the following text of Devala, namely, 
— “ And to the maiden daughters shall be given the 
father’s wealth, (and) nuptial property” — held that pro- 
perty sufficient for marriage is to be allotted ; his intention 
is that the qualifying term nuptial” in the passage “ nup- 
tial property” would otherwise become meaningless. 

What we say here is this. The passage “ To the 
maiden daughters, shall be given paternal wealth,” consti- 
tutes a distinct iniunction ; and that consists only of a 
fourth part, according to Manu and others. And the 
portion “ nuptial property,” forms a diflerent; injunction, 
being in accordance with the following text of 3ank^ 

« tj^en the heritage is divided, a maiden daughter gets, 
the ornaments and nuptial tiridhanam.” And inis te^t of 
Sankha has been explained b^ the venerable Vidydra^ya 
in his oommientary on the Institutes of Fardsara, thus 
« At.the tunq of partition of the pate^nial estate, a maiden 
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daughter gets also the ornaments put on by her, as is 
declared by Sankha.’* But if the meaning (of the text of 
Devala) were that “ the father’s wealth” which is “ nup- 
tial” t. e. so much as is sufficient for marriage, shall be 
given to the maiden daughters ; then the term property” 
would be superfluous. Therefore it is reasonable to sup- 
pose that here are two distinct injunctions. 

This text (of Devala,) however, is read by the author 
of the Ddyatattva, thus, — “ To the maiden daughters* shall 
be given nuptial property from the father’s wealth.” It is 
to be observed that in this reading too, the explanation 
given by us deserves to be preferred, so that this text may 
have the same meaning with the text of Sankha ; it does 
not however intend that property sufficient for marriage is 
to be given. 

Now although, sometimes the term “ sister” and some- 
times the term ** maiden daughter &c.” are used in the texts 
of Manu and others, still it is to be held that the subject 
being the partition by brothers, they convey the same 
meaning by interpreting the term “ sister” to be used in 
correlation with the brothers, and the term daughter,” in 
correlation with their father. 

Hence in partition after the demise of the father, the 
(maiden) sisters are entitled to get shares out of the pater- 
nal property ; and not that they are only to be disposed 
of in marriage. But if (partition takes place) pre\>f.t.8ly 
(to the father’s decease) they get only whatever the father 
gives, for there is no particular text regarding the point. 

But Jimiitavdhana says : — Since Manu and Ydjnaval- 
kya have respectively declared “ let the brothers and 
** giving a fourth part,” therefore the sisters are not to take 
the fourth part, under the impression that they have a 
right thereto : certainly it is never said that let one brother 
give from his own share to another brother, what the latter 
has a right to get ; similarly (is to bo understood) also the 
^ving of a fourth part. The brothers incur moral guilt, 
if they refuse to give but the sister has no right to compel 
them. 

This is not reasonable. For this conclusion does not 
follow from what is merely a variety of expression, just as 
in the texts , — ** He may separate the sons by his choice” 
and “ giving deductions to the eldest” and the like. 
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As for what he has said agaift, namely, — Since in 
the text of N&rada, — * Of those whCse forms of initiation 
hare not, been regularly performed by the father, these 
ceremonies must be completed by the brothers out of the 
patrimony,’ — the pronoun ‘ \t\\o^Q' fyeshdmj is used in the 
masculine gender ; and since immediately after this text, 
is commenced the following text, — ‘ If no wealth of the 
fathejr exists <&c.,’ therefore the text refers only to the 
initiation of a brother. Hence, when there is paternal 
property then since the necessity of the lister’s marriage 
appears from the texts ‘of Manu and other sages, therefore 
the intention is that only so pinch property as is sufficient 
for marriage shall be given.” 

That is to be rejected ; for the necessity of the sister’s 
marriage appears from other texts. Thus in the text, — 
“ The father, the paternal grandfather, a brother, a kins- 
man ftakulyaj the mother likewise ; on failure of the first 
among these the next in order who is of sane mind is the - 
giver of a girl in marriage ; and omitting to dispose of the 
girl in marriage becomes guilty of causing miscarriage in 
every course” —Yogis vara declares that a brother too. fail- 
ing to perform the ceremony of a sister’s marriage becomes 
guilty of causing miscarriage. Hence because the text of 
N4rada is also based upon the same foundation with Yogiy- 
vara’s text, it is proper to admit that the terpis ‘^-whose” 
^yeandmj and of those” fteshdmj are in the genitive case 
in the neuter gender, by reason of the rule - ^tfit neuter 
gender is to be used when both the sexes iwe intended 
and by reason of the rule that a term is to be taken 
in its widest acceptance; or that the terms are the 
results of the uni-residual conjunctive compound of dissimi* 
lar terms. 

The author of the Madanaratna reads a text of Vci- 
haspati, thus, — “ The younger broths, however, who 
may be uninitiated, shsdl be initiated the elder ones out 
of the common paternal property”— intending that the 
term yabiyanu “ younger” (in later Sanskrit yabfyAiMat) 
is used in the Yedic form ; and explains it thus, — the term 
brothers” is illustrative, it includes the sisters also. 

Here again it is to be understood that the maiden 
daughters are intended by reason of association with 
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initiation, and because tHe adjective “ unmarried” is 
mentioned in the text (of K&ty&yana), — “ For unmarried 
daughters <&c.” : hence the maiden sisters, alone get a 
quarter share, the others get some trifle out of propriety. 
This 'will be explained in detail while treating -of the 
mother’s property. 

22. Of immoveable property, whether ancestral or 
self-acquired, the father may make gift and the like only^ 
with the consent of the sons, by reason of the text previ- 
ously cited, viz., — ‘‘ Immoveables and bipeds although 
acquired by a man himself, shall not be gifted away or 
sold without the consent of all the sons.” By the passage 
“ although acquired by a man himself” 'it is (i fortiori 
shewn that the consent of the sons is indispensable in (the 
disposal of) ancestral property. But in case of distress of 
the whole family, any member is competent, even without 
the consent of the rest, to make a sale, gift or the like 
(disposal) of immoveable property, since the support of 
the family is indispensably necessary, by reason of the 
following text, — “ Even a single coparcener may make a 
gift, mortgage or sale of immoveable property at a time of 
danger, for a family purpose and especially for religious- 
purposes.” — By “ religious purposes ” are intended, indis- 
pensable religious ceremonies such as the sr&ddha of the 
father. 

But a passage of law runs as follows : — Separated 
or unseparated kinsmen are equal in respect of immove- 
able property ; tor in both cases one member is incompe- 
tent to make a gift, mortgage or sale which is to be 
interpreted m this way. Although the incompetency 
without the consent of the others, is settled by reason of 
the co-equality of ownership, in joint property, of. 
imdivided coparceners, still the same is here particularly 
mentioned in respect of immoveable property for the 
purpose of extolling its worth. But as regards the separated 
coparceners, what is said in this text is for the purpose of 
facility of proof in case of dispute ; for if, at a iiiture time, 
the question arises whether the family is^ Mparated or 
undivided, then in that (sase, the fact of partition must be 
made out by tiie evidence of witness^ or. the like ; because 
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otherwise the or the like of joint property would be 
invalid. But if there be consent of the other co-sharers, 
the transaction is valid, independently of partition. Nor 
can it be said that lei the ownership of even the separated 
coparceners be, as is ordained % this text, common 
in immoveable property. For then it would follow that 
partition (of immoveable property) takes place for some 
ulti:a-mundane purpose. Hence the validity of the gift 
or the like, as regards its essence, may be established 
even in the absence of the consent of the other co-sharers ; 
and the determination of the dispute can take place on 
proof of partition. (The consent of the separated co- 
sharers is) like the consent of the village-men and the con- 
sent of the headman of the village, as in the text, — “ Land 

E asses by six formalities : by the consent of (the owner) 
imself, of the village-men, of kinsmen, of the headman of 
the village, and of heirs, and by gift of gold and water.” 
But the consent of the headman is also for the purpose of 
preventing boundary dispute. The consent of the.kinsmen 
and the heirs, however, is to be explained in the very same 
way as is previously mentioned ; accordingly there ! is 
another passage of law, viz. — Acceptance shall be public 
especially of immoveable property.” Otherwise, gift or 
otner alienation would be invalid for want of the consent 
of also the village-men and the headman of the village. 
The passage, “by gift of gold and water,” shows that 
since the sale of immoveable property is prohibited by the 
text, — “ Tliere can be no sale of immoveable property ; 
mortgage may be made with the consent,” — and since gift 
is praised in the text, — “ He who accepts land and he 
who gives it, they both are performers of a virtuous act 
and will certainly go to heaven” ; — therefore when a sale 
is indispensable for the maintenance of the family and the 
like (necessity), the sale of immoveable property shall be 
made with the formalities of gift by giving gold and 
water to the purchasers, so that there may Im even one 
element of gift. 

But Jimiitav(ihana, after citing tlie two texts of Vyasa 
namely, — “One parcener, shall not, without the consent 
of the others, make a gift or sale of the whole immoveable 
property common to the family ; separated or unseparated 
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kinsmen are equal in respect of immoveable property ; for 
in both cases a single member is incompetent to make a gift, 
mortgage or sale,” — says : — These are not for establishing 
that one coparcener has no power to make a sale, gift or 
other transfer. Since as the proprietory right which is 
defined to consist in the power of disposal according to 
pleasure, exists without distinction in immoveable as in any 
other property, these texts cannot show the incompleteness 
of the relinquishment of right ; for a fact cannot be altered 
by a hundred texts. But the prohibition is levelled 
against wicked persons, and is intended to show that an 
alienation is sinful if it is made to the injury of the family 
when there is no necessity for alienation such as distress of 
the family. Accordingly Ndrada authorizes generally a 
sale or any other alienation : — ‘ When there are many 
persons sprung from one man who have duties apart and 
transactions apart, and are separate in business and 
character, if they be not accordant in affairs, should they 
give or sell their own shares, they may do all that they 
please, for they are masters of their own wealth.’ Since 
this text specifics the reason in the passage ‘ for tliey are 
masters of their own wealth,’ it relates to immoveables 
also, for else it would be unmeaning.” 

This is all right, but that it is not reasonable to say that 
it is intended to show that an alienation is sinful. Since 
the sale of immoveable property even by all the co-sharers 
being prohibited in the absence of necessity, an objection 
would arise that the use of the term “ a single member” is 
unmeaning ; and since it is unreasonable to assume an 
ultra-mundane object in a rule of positive law, when there 
may be a visible object such as facility of proof in case of 
dispute: otherwise, even in case of the consent of co-. 
sharers, the objection of injuring the family may arise; 
hence the texts would have to be interpreted as referring 
solely to sin in consequence of injuring the family, as is 
laid down in other texts. 

23. Here again, partition at the desire of the sons, 
whether in the lifetime of the father or after his demise, 
may take place by the choice of a single co-parcener, since 
there is no distinction. Hence what, after premising par- 
12 
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tition, is said by K&ty^iyana, in the text, — “ The wealth of 
those who have not attained' to maturity and likewise of 
those who are absent in a distant place, shall be deposited, 
free from disbursement, with relatives and friends,” — is also 
in support of this view. Otherwise if partition could not 
take place without their consent, the declaration of the 
deposit of their wealth with relatives and friends would be 
unreasonable. So also Vishnu* says : — “ Likewise the 
wealth of a minor shall be preserved till he attains to 
majority.” 

23a. This distribution' among sons extends equally 
to them and to grandsons and great-grandsons in the male 
line. There is not here an order of succession following 
the order of proximity according to birth. For the three 
descendants, namely, the son, the grandson and the great- 
grandson are competent to offer oblations in the parva oc- 
casions. Hence it is that Devala says: — “A father, a grand- 
father and likewise a great-grandfather assiduously cherish 
a new-born son, as birds the holy fig-tree, (reflecting! he will 
present to us a funeral repast with honey, meat and herbs, 
with milk, and with sweet rice and milk in the season of 
rains and under the asterism Maghds.” Likewise Sankha, 
Likhita and Gautama says : — “ A father, a grandfather 
and likewise a great-grandfather welcome - a new-born son 
as birds the holy fig-tree, (reflecting) he will give us satis- 
faction with honey and meat and especially the flesh of 
the rhinoceros and with milk, and with sweet rice and milk 
in the season of rains and under the asterism Maghds.” 
Thus the competency being equal and the right by birth 
also being equal, ^ual participation would have followed 
but is prevented by the text, — “Amon^ grandsons by dif- 
ferent fathers the allotment* of shares is according to the 
fathers.” 

Jimdtavdhana says : — “ The grandsons and the great- 
grandsons whose fathers are alive cannot confer oblations 
in ihB parva occasions, they are not therefore entitled to the 
estate of their grandfather and great-grandfather respec- 
tively. If there be one son, and sons of another tou 
( who is dead,) then one share appertains to the surviving' 
son, and the other share goes to all the grandsons j for 
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their interest in the grandfather’s wealth is founded on 
their relation by birth to their own father, consequently 
they have a right to just so much as should have been 
their father’s share.” 

This, however, is not acceptable ; because, it has been 
Established that in the grandfather’s property the grand- 
sons also acquire ownership by birth ; hence the equality 
of the grandsons’ share (with a son’s share) in the grand- 
father’s property is based upon the authority of the texts, 
and not founded upon any equitable principle. 

As for what he has further said, namely, — “Where one 
brother has left a large number of sons^ and another a 
lesser number, there the text, — ‘ Among grandsons by dif- 
ferent fathers &c.’ — ^is intended to prevent equal distribu- 
tion amongst all of them by reason of their being grand- 
sons ; but if the . grandsons had ownership in the estate 
of the grandfather while the father is living, then in the 
case of partition by two brothers, one of whom has sons and 
the other has none, the sons also of that brother would have 
been entitled to share by reason of the co-equality of right.” 

That has already been refuted before. By this again 
is removed also the .above-mentioned incongruity. Hence 
is refuted also the objection that when there are uncles and 
nephews, then because the property belonged to the father 
of the uncles, therefore the nephews would get no share by 
reason of the absence of their ownership. 

As for what has been said, namely, — “ The grandsons 
and the great-grandsdhs whose fathers are alive &o.” — ^that 
too is wrong. For the capacity for presenting funeral 
oblations is not alone the criterion of the right to heritage, 
since the younger brothers are entitled to the heritage 
although they are not competent to ofier oblations whue 
there is 'the eldest brother. And the fitness for presenting 
oblations, (which the younger brothers have) is not want- 
ing in grandsons too (while their father' is alive). But 
when there are many claimants to the heritage, amongst 
the gentiles ^gotr<ya8,J and the like, then the fact of con- 
ferring benefits on the proprietor of the wealth by means 
of the offering of oblations and the like, — only excludes 
those that do not confer (such) benefit : it is not, however, 
the criterion here. 
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24. Wliether partition is made in the lifetime of the 
father or after his demise, if the pregnancy of any of tiie 
father’s wives or of any of a brother’s wives, be evident, 
then partition ought to* be postponed till parturition, by 
reason of the following text of Vasishtha, — “ Now, the 
partition of heritage amongst brothers takes place after the 
delivery of sons by those women who are childless (but 
pregnant”). From the passage “ after the delivery of sons” 
it appears that the postponement is to be made if their 
pregnancy is evident, but not if it is not evident. 

Hence it is that Yogfsvara has declared the mode of 
participation by one who is born subsequently to parti- 
tion ; — “ One who is begotten by one of equal class, after 
tho co-parceners have been separated, is taker of the share.” 
When the co-parceners have been separated during the 
lifetime of the parents, whether by the desire of the father 
or by the desire of the^sons, one who is subsequently 
brought forth by a wife of equal class is taker of the share : 
“ is taker of the share,” means, gets the share allotted to 
the parents. The meaning is, that after the parents, he 
alone gets their share : the distinction is, that he gets the 
mothers share if there be no daughters. From the adjec- 
tive “ one of equal class,” ftamrniyi.'mj it appears that one 
who is begotten, however, by a wife of a different class, 
gets only his proper share from the Cither’s wealth, and the 
entire share of his mother should there be no daughter. 
For this very reason, a son begotten by a wife of an unequal 
class after partition, gets only the share proper to his class, 
although the partition tobk place during the lifetime of the 
father: it must not be conduded that he is entitled to 
obtain all that belong to the hither. 

With this very mtention, Ifanu says : — But he who 
is bom after partition shall get only the paternal wealths” 
He shall get “ the paternal wealth,” t. «. toe wealth belong- 
ing to both the parents in the muiner mentioned above ; 
the term “ only” shows that the brothers are not to make 
him participant of a share equal to their own, by deduct- 
ing from their own shares. Also Qautama says: — “One 
bom afteir partition (shall get) the patwnal (share) only.” 

But those who have been separated dnring the life- 
time of the fether,* not knowing at me time that me mother 
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or her co-wife was with child, shall make tho brother, bom 
subsequently to partition, participant of a share equal to 
their own by deducting from their own shares. Thus 
Vishnu says: — “To one born after partition, his share 
shall be given by those who have been separated with the 
father.” And it is the father alone who, by taking that 
share of •tho new -bom son, given by the brothers, sliall 
maintain him ; by reason of his having a jjrefcrable right 
thereto, and by reason of tho previously cited text, 
namely, “ The wealth of those who have not attained to 
maturity, &c.” (§. 23.) 

Also tho text, namely, — “ One born before has no 
claim in the allotment of the parents ; nor one begotten 
after partition, in that of a brother”— refers to this very 
subject. The meaning is, one bom before partition, and 
(consequently) who has received his share of the paternal 
property, has no claim, i. e., has no ownership in the allot- 
ment of the parents ; and one begotten after partition has 
no claim in the share of a brother who has previously been 
separated. 

And also what is acquired by the father, after parti- 
tion, belongs only to the son born after partition, by reason 
of the following text of Vrihaspati; — “Whatever is ac- 
quired by the father himself who has been separated with 
his sons ; all that belongs to the son bom after partition ; 
therein the sons bom before have no claim; as in the 
wealth, so in the debts likewise, and in gifts, mortgages 
and purchases. They have no claims on each other, 
except for acts of mourning, and libations of water.” He 
also says “ The younger brothers of those who have 
made a*partition with the father, whether children of the 
same or of a different mother, shall however take the 
paternal allotment.” The reason here is the same as is 
declared in the text, — “ One bom before has no claim, 
&o.” 

But if some of the sons have been re-united with the 
father, then the after-born son is not entitled to the whole 
of the paternal property, but he shall participate with 
them. This is declared oy Manu ; — “ Or he shall partici- 
pate with those that are re-united with him.” “Him,” 
i. e., the father. 
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If after the paternal property has been taken by the 
brothers, on partition after the demise of the father,, a son 
is delivered by a wife of the father, whose pregnancy was 
not known at the time of partition ; they sliall make him 
participant of a share equal to theirs, out of their own 
shares as modified by income and expenditure. This is 
said by YAjnavalkya ; — “ Or his allotment must ‘bo made 
out of the visible estate corrected for income and expendi- 
ture.” — “Visible estate,” means what has been taken by 
the brothers. “ Income,” means monthly, daily and annual 
increment to the visible estate. “ Expenditure,” means 
the liquidation of the father's debts, and the expenses 
attending the initiation of brothers and sisters, for it must 
be made at the expense of the common property ; it does 
not, however, include any expense that a brother had 
to incur, for that has no concern with it. — The meaning 
is, that out of the paternal property corrected for such in- 
come and expenditure, one bom after partition shall get 
an equal share with those previously separated. What is 
said is this : including in the share of each of the co- 
sharers, the income arising therefrom, and subtracting the 
necessary common expenditure, and deducting a part from 
the remainder of every one’s sliare, a (posthumous) son 
born after partition shall be made an equal sharer. The 
particle “ or” signifies an alternative based on distinct 
circumstances, with reference to the first half of this text, 
namely, — “ One who is begotten by one of equal class 
after toe oo-paroeners have Seen separated is taker of the 
share,” — ana the distinct circumstances (to which the first 
half is applicable) have already been set forth. 

Haiayudha, however, after interpreting the term 
** out of the visible estate” to mean, from the perceptible 
property of the father, but not froni what is concealed,— 
says that this alternative refers to a son born after parti- 
tion, who is .possessed of less good qualities than the 
separated brothers. 

This is to be rejected. Since concealed property too, 
when discovered after partition, is liable to be divided in 
equal shares, and there is no authority to show the inap- 
plicability of the above rule to this case ; and since in 
supposing the above text to embody this restriction, there 
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would ariae the objection of assuming some ultra-mundane 
purpose ; and since the text becomes perfectly consistent 
by the interpretation put by Vijnanesvara. 

25. The mode of partition among brothers dissimilar 
in class is declared by Yogfsvara : — The sons of a Brah- 
mapa, in the several classes, (varpasos), have four shares 
or three or two or one ; the sons of a Kshatriya have three 
shares or two or one ; and the sons of a Vai^ya have two 
shares or one.” 

In the text, namely, — “ The wives of a Brdhmapa, a 
Kshatriya and a Vaisya may, as regards the classes, be 
three, two and one respectively ; the wife of a Siidra is one 
of the same class,” — ^Yogfsvara has declared that a Brah- 
mapa may have three wives belonging to the (inferior) 
classes, different from that of himself ; (similarly) a Ksha- 
triya two, and a Vaisya, one : and including one of the 
same class with them, a Br5hmapa may have four, a 
Kshatriya three, and a Vaisya two. If the enumeration 
referred to wives of similar as well as dissimilar tribes, then 
a wife of the Siidra class being excluded, the two of a 
Vaisya also, would be reduced to one of his own class ; 
consequently the part the wife of a Siidra is one of 
his own class” could not consistently be put in contra- 
distinction to a Vaisya; hence this enumeration is in- 
tended to have reference to the wives of dissimilar classes. 
This text has been so explained by Vijndnayogin. 

That being so, (the meaning of the text in the first 
para, is this: — ) “The sons of a Brabmapa” born of 
wives belonging to the Brahmapa and other classes respec- 
tively ; “ in the several classes, [varnxisaaf i. e. according to 
the classes to which their mothers belong, — the affix bos (in 
vartmas) shows that the term vama (class) is in tlie locative 
case and bears a distributive sense, agreeably to the 
grammatical rule, — “ To a noun in the singular number, 
signifying quantity, the particle sas is affixed in a distribu- 
tive sense :” — to those who are begotten by a Brahmapa or 
the like father on a Kshatriyk or the like wife, is applied the 
term (mixed class) such as that of Mdrdbkbhisnikta, and 
j&U cannot possibly be comprised by the term class, there- 
fore the meaning is, according to the classes to which the 
mothers belong; “have four shares or three or two or 
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one,” — what ia said is, that the sons of a Brahraaiia, born 
of a mother of the same class, shall each get four shares ; 
the sons of the same Brahmana bom of a Kshatriya mother, 
three shares each ; the sons of the same person, born of a 
Vaisya mother, two shares each ; sons of the same person 
born of a Sudra mother one share each. The passage, 
“ in the several tribes” is to b© construed with every clause 
in the latter half of the text : that being so, the sons of 
a Kshatriya born of Kshatriyd and other mothers shall 
each respectively get three shares, or two, or one ; the sons 
of a Vaisya born of Vaisya and Siidrd mothers shall each 
got two shares, or one respectively. A Siidra cannot have 
a wife of a different class, partition among his sons must 
be one among the sons of the same class, — which has been 
already mentioned. 

Although the marriage of a Sfidr4 woman by a twice- 
bom person is much censured, and espousing a Sfidra witli 
the intent of having sons by her is on all hands prohibit- 
ed, as in the text of Manu and Vishnu, — “ Mon of tlio 
twice-born classes, who, through infatuation, marry 
women of the lowest class, very soon degrade their family 
with their progeny to the state of a Sddra : according to 
Attri and the son of Utathya, he who msirries a woman 
of the Sddra class, becomes degraded instantly; accord- 
ing to Saunaka, by the birth of a son ; and according to 
Bhrigu, by having issue by her” — “ by having issue by 
her,” means by having issue bom of the Sudrk wife alone; 
— and marriage of a Sddrd woman by a Brdhraana, 
however, is declared by them, to be more reprehensible 
than by a Kshatriya or Vaisya, thus, — “ A Brdhmana, if 
he takes a Sddra woman to his bed, becomes degraded, and 
by begetting a son on her, he loses his priestly rank tod”; 
— ^Yogisvara also says, — “ The marriage of Sddrd wives 
by the twice-born persons, as has been declared (by bthel; 
sages), is not approved by me, inasmuch as a person him- 
self is bom of her (in the shape of a son)” — and it may 
hence occur, that as there cannot be a son begotten by a 
Brdhmapa &c., on a Sddra wife, why has his allotment 
been declared ? 

Still, a marriage for. the purpose of pleasure^ and a 
marriage for the purpose of religion (i. e. for the purpose 
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of having sons) being secondary to each other, a son may 
be born of a married woman of the Sildra class by reason 
of the relation of the purposes through the act (whereby 
any one of the purposes may be attained) ; consequently 
the declaration of his allotment is certainly reasonable, in 
the same w^ as the declaration of his caste {Jdti) in 
the text, — “ One born of a Sudra mother (W a Brahmana 
father) is called a nisMda or p&rasava.^’ To this effect is 
the conclusion demonstrated in the Mitfikshara on the 
book of Achara (or customary rites). Hence in the text, — 
“But for such as are impelled by love of pleasure the fol- 
lowing may, in the order of the classes, be (wives of the 
twice-born) tliough not preferrable,” — Manu by saying 
“ by love of pleasure” and “ not preferrablo” ordains that 
the marriage of a wife of the same class is proferrable. 
Sankha and Likhita say, — “ Wives must be espoused, 
women of the same class are preferrablo for all persons: 
this is the principal rule. The succedaneous mode is : 
(wives of) four (classes) are allowed to a Brahmana, in tho 
direct order ; (wives of) three (classes), to a Kshatriya; 
(wives of) two (classes), to a Vaisya; (wives of) one (class), 
to a Sddrk.” By tho term “ in tho direct order,” tho 
inferiority of the next in order is indicated. 

But Manu has declared two modes of partition among 
sons of tho four classes, thus,— “ Let a Brahmana sou 
take three shares ; a son born of a Kshatriy^ mother, two 
shares; a son born of a Vaisya mother, one share and a 
half ; and a son of a Sddra mother, one share : or by di- 
viding into ten equal shares, the entire property of all 
descriptions, let a lawyer allot legal shares in the follow- 
ing manner : a BrShmana shall get four shares ; a son of a 
Kshatriyd mother, three shares ; a son of a Vaisyd mother, 
two shares; a son of a Sddra mother, one share.” — Of 
these tho latter mode corresponds with what is declared 
by Yogisvara (para. 1.) And these are to be reconciled, 
as having reference to the sons of the Kshatriya mothers 
&c., according as they are possessed of good qualities or 
are not posse8S|ed of good qualities. Hence it is that if 
the son of a Brkhma^a, born of a Kshatriyk motW, be 
the eldest by birth and possessed of good qualities, he gets 
an equal share with a sun of a Brahmaiii mother ; again 
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if a son bemtten on a Vaisyd mother by a Brhhma^a or a 
Ksbatriya rather, be of the same description, he takes an 
equal share with a son bom of a Kshatriyk mother. This ■ 
is declared by Vrihaspati, — “ A son begotten on a Ksha* 
triyh mother by a Brkhmana father, if eldest by birth and 
possessed of good qualities, becomes equal sharer with a 
son of the Brkhmana class ; so likewise a son bom of a 
Vaisyk mother.” Likewise Bqudh^yana says, — “ If, be- 
tween a son bom of a wife of the same class, and a son 
bom of a wife of the class next in order, the son bom of 
a wife of the class next in order be possessed of good quali- 
ties, he shall take the share of the eldest; for one possessed 
of good qualities becomes the supporter of the rest.” — 
Since it has been generally laid down in this text that a 
son bom of a wife of the class next in order takes, by 
reason of his good qualities and seniority, an equal share 
with a son of the next better class, theremre it is to be ob- 
served, though it is not mentioned by Vrihaspati, that a 
son begotten on a Siidrk mother by a Vaisya father, if, of 
the above character, gets an equal share with a son of the 
Vaisyk mother. The meaning of the portion, — “shall 
take the share of the eldest,” is only this, — shall take an 
equal share with a son of the next better class, by reason 
of this being consistent with the text of Vrihaspati, and by 
reason of the impropriety of taking a larger share than 
that of a son of a superior class. 

When, however, a Brkhmana has only one son born of 
a S6drk wife, then ho shall get a third part' of his property ; 
the remaining two parts shml go to sapindas, in their de- 
fault to the aakulyat, and in their default to him who per- 
forms the funeral obsequies : as is declared by Devala, — 
“ If a nisMda be the only son of a Brkhma^a, he gets a third 
part ; a tapmda or a sakulya or the giver of the oblations, 
takes the other two parts”, — “ nishdda'’ means a son bom of 
a SddiA mother by^a Brihmana father. 

But if a Sddra be the only son of a Kshatriya or a 
Vaisya, he gets a moiety, the other half is taken by those 
entitled to succeed to the property of a sonless man, in the 
same order. Accordingly Vishnu says, — “ But when a 
Shdra is the only son of the twice-bom he gets a moiety ; 
the succession to the other moiely is the same as to the 
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jroperty of a sonless man.” By the term “ twice-born” 
lere, the Kshatriyas and the Vaisyas only are intended, 
lecause Devala has declared a distinct rule with regoi'd 
to the Brahmanas. “ Only son” {ekaputra) is a compound 
of an adjective and noun. 

But this rule (regarding a third and a moiety) has 
reference to a son by a Siidra wife, having good character 
and many good qualities; for else, this would be in 
conflict with the text of Manu, namely, — “ But whether 
he has or has not sons by other wives, no more than a 
tenth part shall bo given to his son by a Sddra wife,” — and, \ 
— “ The son of a Brahmana, a Kshatriya or a Vaisya, by 
a wife of the Sddra class, shall not share the inheritance ; 
whatever his father may give him, let that only be his 
property.” 

Although this mode * of partition is generally laid 
down, still it refers to property other than land ac<][uired 
by means of acceptance (of gift) ; because participation of 
that by sons begotten by a Kshatriyfi or the like wife, is 
prohibited. So Vrihaspati says, — “Land received by 
acceptance shall never be given to sons by a wife of the 
Kshatriya or the like class ; even if their father gives it, 
the sou by a Brkhmana wife may, nevertheless, resume it 
after the father’s death.” — Here the term “ acceptance” 
being used, it is indicated that of lands acquired by means 
of purchase &c., they too shall have shares proper to 
their caste. Hence it is that, with regard to lands gener- 
ally, Devala has laid down a separate prohibition levelled 
against a son by a Sddra wife. — “ A son sprung from a 
S6dra mother and a twice-born father, is not entitled to a 
share of land ; those born of wives of the same class shall 
take the whole of it : this is the settled law.” 

But as for the text of Manu, — “ The son of a Brih- 
mapa, a Kshatriyh, or a Vaisya, by a wife of the servile 
class, shall not share the heritage ; whatever his father may 
give him, let that only be his property,” — that has been ex- 
plained by the southern writers, to apply when there is pro< 
petty given by the &ther through affection. But the orien- 
tal commentators say that it refers to a son by an unmarried 
S6drk woman, destitute of good qualities. This is wrong ; 
because it is not proper to discard the distinction men- 
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tioned in the latter part, — whatever his father may give 
&c.,” and to assumaa distinction between having and not 
having good qualities, — ^which is not mentioned (in the 
text) ; and because the share of a son by an unmarried 
Siidra woman will be stated (by Manu) when treating the 
subject of slaves. Hence the previous distinction only is 
right. 


PART II. 


§ 1. Principal and subsidiary sons, described by Yajnavalkya. — 2. The 
legitii^te son.— 8. The son of the appointed daughter. — 4. The wife's 
son including the son of two fathers: — 5. The secret-born son. — 6. The 
maiden-bom son. — 7. The son of the twice-married woman. — 8. The 
ad<^ed son. — 9. The purchased son. — 10. The son made. — 11. The 
self-given son. — 12. The son received with a bride. — 13. The deserted 
son.— 14. The son by a Sudra woman. — 15. The aurasa is the princi- 
pal, the rest subsidiaij. — 16. Partition by these. — 17. .Partition by the 
legitimate son and the son of the appointed daughter. — 18. Partition 
by the leptimate son and the adopted son &c. — 19. The conilicting 
tests, dividing the twelve sons into two classes the first of whom are 
heirs to kinsmen, how reconciled. — 20. All this is relative to the same 
class. — 21. The son by a Sudra woman cannot get the whole property. 
— 22. Of the son of a Sudra by a female slave. — ^23. Of the son of. a 
twice-born by a female slave. 

1. In order to show the law of partition among prin- 
cipal and subsidiary sons, their nature is ascertained. On 
this subject, Yajnavalkya says : — The legitimate son 
('aurcuaj is one ^rn of a lawful wife. Similar to him is 
the son of an appointed daughter (putrikdsutaj. A son 
begotten on a wife by a kinsman (sagotraj or any other is 
the wife’s son. One secretly begotten in the house is 
decl^d the secret-bom son. The maiden-born son is one 
bom of an unmarried daughter ; and is considered as son 
of the maternal grandsire. A son begotten on a woman 
who has not been deflowered, or on one who has been 
deflowered, is called the son of a twice-married woman. 
Ho whom his father or mother nves for adoption is de- 
clared to be the son given. The son bought is one who 
was sold by them. The son made, is one adopted^ by 
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one’s self. One who gives himself i is self-given. One 
received while yet in the womb is the son received with 
a bride. He, who is taken for adoption, having been 
forsaken by his parents, is the deserted son.” 

2. It is said in the Mitdkshard : — A woman of 
equal class, espoused in a lawful form of marriage, is * a 
lawful wife one bom of her is the legitimate faunmj 
son But in fsict it is not to be so understood ; for it is 
contradictory to what (the author of the Mitdkshar&) him- 
self has said, viz.,— because the m&rddk&bhiskikia and 
other mixed classes sprung from superior fathers and infe- 
rior mothers, are included under the temi legitimate sons 
and since, if the sons bom of women espoused in forms of 
marriage which are not strictly lawful for Brdhma^as and 
others respectively, were not legitimate sons, then not- 
withstanding such sons, others would take the heritage. 
Hence the term “ of equal class ” is to be held to be used 
(in the Mitdkshaii) for the purpose of indicating superiority. 
But what is mentioned in the text, namely — One bom of 
a lawful wife,” constitutes the definition, which excludes 
the wife’s son. 

Accordingly Mann says : — ‘‘ He, whom a man himself 
has begotten on his own wedded wife, is the legitimate 
and the principal son.” Vasishtha also says: — “Only 
twelve kinds of sons are mentioned by the ancients ; the 
first is the legitimate son begotten by a man himuftl f 
on his own wedded wife.” Also Vishnu says, “ Nojv there 
are twelve kinds of sons, the first is the legitimate son, be- 
gotten by a man himself on his own wedded wife.” 
Here in both the texts (of Vasishtha and Vishnu), the term 
“wedded” (mnshntdyim) is to be considered as an expla- 
natory adjunct of the term own wife ” (svakahetrej for 
otherwise there would be repetition. Devala says: — 
“ He, who is begotten by a man himself on his own wedded 
wife, is called the legitimate son, is the first in rank and 
the perpetuator of the father’s lineage.” A'pastamba 
says: — “The sons of one who in proper time meets a 
lawfully wedded wife of the same class ; they have a reli- 
giotis connection and cannot be deprived of the property 
of the father and the mother.” Baudh&yana says : — “ One 
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wlio is begotten by a man himself on a wedded woman of 
the same class is Imown as the legitimate son. Also it is 
declared (by the ancient sages): — ^You are born from 
every limb, you are sprung from the heart, you are one’s, 
self in the name of son, you, who are such, live for 
hundred years ; the ancestors put on a garland of lotus, 
(in joy)' when you were in the womb ; just as a person 
himself is in this world, so you become born here (a part 
of him) ; a man himself is called by the name of puUtra 
on account of the benefits conferred upon the father and 
the mother ; because you deliver from the lower regions 
called put, therefore you are named put-ira.^^ 

In the texts of A'pastamba and Baudhdyana, the 
term “ of the same class,” is used with the intention of 
indicating superiority. Hence the mention of the mode 
of partition among the sons too, who are begotten on 
wives of dissimilar class, while dealing with legitimate 
sons, becomes consistent. The text of A'pastamba is read 
in the Ratndkara as — ^‘of the same class, who had no 
Previous (husband)” — and is explained thus : “ who had 
iio previous {apitrvim) i. e. who had no previous husband ; 
the meaning is — one who was not even affianced to an* 
other ; this is said by the author of the Praktisa.” In the 
Parijdta also it is said : — The term, “ of the same class,” 
here means that a woman of any twice-born class, is of 
the same class with a man of any twice- born class ; and 
that a Siidra woman is of the same class with a Sudra. 

It does not, however, imply that a Brdhma^i woman 
is equal in class to a Brkhmana ; a Kshatriyd to a Kshatri* 
ya and a Vaisyd to a Vaisyk : for if that were so, then the 
sons of Kshatriyd or other women espoused by a Brdhmana 
or any other (of a superior class) would not be included 
under any of the twelve kinds of sons. 

3. “ The son of an appointed daughter fpuUr^asutaJ 

is similar to him” (». e, the legitimate son). The same is 
described by 'Vasishtha, — This damsel who has no bro- 
ther, I will give unto thee, decked with ornaments : the 
son that may be bom of her shall be my son.” Also Id anu 
says, — “ He who has no son may appoint his daughter in 
this form to raise up issue for him : whatever child may 
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be born of her shall perform my obsequies. In this very 
mode Daksha himself, a creator of beings, appointed 
daughters for the purpose of multiplying his race. He, 
with a delighted heart, gave ten daughters to Dharma, 
thirteen to Kasyapa, and twenty>seven to the king Soma 
(moon) having received them with honor.” Here it is laid 
down that a Son, bom of a daughter who is given in mar* 
riage with the express declaration of appointment, becomes 
ihQ puttrika^puttra of his maternal grandfather. That a 
son born of a daughter who is given in marriage without 
such express declaration, may be the puttrika-puttra — ^is 
determined in the following passage of the Mitakshard in 
the book of A'chara: — “ The epithet ‘having brother’ has 
been used to prevent the apprehension of the bride’s ap- 
pointment ; by this it appears that a daughter may be 
appointed, though not declared to be so.” Accordingly, 
also Gautama says: — “ The sonless father shall give away 
the appointed daughter in marriage with the express 
agreement that the issue shall be mine. Some say that 
(even in the absence of any express. agreement) a daughter 
becomes appointed by the mere intention of the father.” 
It is said also in the Brahmapurkpa : — “ A daughter who 
has been appointed to raise issue by her sonless father, 
whether mentally or in the presence of the king, fire and 
kinsmen, or anywhere else, previously to conception^ even 
if she has received fees (from the bridegroom) and is given 
to the bridegroom whether by the father (himself) or (by 
any other) when the father is dead, — ^is known as the ap- 
pointed daughter. Such a daughter gets an equal share 
from the father’s property.” Manu s^s: — “ A son of the 
appointed daughter shall offer the first oblation to his 
mother, the second to her father, and the third to* the 
father’s father.” 

Or the (compound) puttrika-wta (in Ykjnavalkya’s 

text § 1) may mean the appointed daughter as well as 
son, i. e. the appointed daughter herself is the substitute 
of a son. Our opinion is that although she is (like a son) 
sprung fix>m the breast (uros), still bein^ a daughter she is 
similar to (and not the same as) a legitimate {aurasa) son. 
But the author of the Mitkkshadi says : — “ She is declared 
to bo similar to a legitimate son because ^in a female child) 
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there are more of the mother’s limbs, than of the father’s 
limbs So Vasishtha says : — “ The appointed daughter 
herself, is the second son.’’ 

4. The Dvy&mushydyana or the son of two fathers 
is as described by Yajnav^ya in the following text — A 
son begotten by one who is without male issue, on the soil 
of anower, under an appointment, becomes legally the heir 
and the giver of oblations to both.” Although he is 
sprung from the breast (or mrasa son) of the owner of the 
seed, still being begotten on another’s wife, he is certainly 
inferior to the aurata or legitimate son. Hence it is that 
the sage himself has given the following definition of the 
aurasa or legitimate son : — ‘‘ The aurasa or legitimate son 
is one born of a lawful wife,” (§ 1.) And we also will 
explain the Dvydmush^4yana as falling under the descrip- 
tion of the wife’s son, since the distinctive feature of the 
wife’s son is not wanting in him. 

Also Manu says : — “ When by a contract of work, the 
soil is given in consideration of the seed : the owner of the 
soil and the owner of the seed are found in the world to bo 
sharers of that.” — Just as in the world by a contract 
for cultivation — when one has land but has no seed such 
as paddy for sowing, and another has seed, but no land ; 
ana if they enter into a contract, t. e. an agreement, that 
mine is the seed and yours the land, let us cultivate by 
sowing that in this, and let the produce. grown therein be 
ours, then it is observed that both become sharers of the 
crops thereof. Similarly also, in the case of the Dvy4- 
mushyfiyana or the son of two fathers, if one sows his 
(virile) seed in the soil of another, by an agreement that 
let the son begotten on the soil be ours, — then the issue 
begotten thereon belongs to both. Such a son of the wife, 
belonging to two fathers is called the Dvy4mushy4yapa. 

Yajnavalkya, in defining the Dvykmushykyapa, (para. 
1) has said “ begotten under appointment”, therefore what 
is intended is that the husbana’s younger brother or any 
other sapmda can, only when appointed by her venerable 
protector, beget a^ son on the wife of a brother and the 
like,- in the prescribed mode such as rubbing the body 
with clarified butter ; otherwise sin would be incurred by 
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both. Accordingly Manu says : — “ Tho husband’s younger 
brother, or a aapinda or a aagotra, being appointed by the 
venerable protector, and rubbing his boay with clarified 
butter, shall with the desire of begetting a son, have an 
interview with a sonless woman after catamenia : one 
born in this mode becomes the son of the wife of a 
person.” 

■When, however, without the agreement that the pro- 
duce is to belong to both, seed is sown in the soil of another 
by the husband’s younger brother or the like, then that son 
belongs to the owner of the soU alone. This also is declared 
by Manu, — ** Should there be no agreement that the pro- 
duce is to belong to the owner of tho soil as well as to tho 
owner of the seed, then clearly the fruit belongs to the 
owner of the soil, for the soil is more important than the 
seed.” — Where without the agreement about the produce 
which is here the offspring, a child is begotten on the 
soil of another, that belongs to the owner of the soil alone. 
The meaning of the term “ clearly” is that as in the world, 
if seed be sown in- the land of another without any agree- 
ment with him, or if an elephant, a horse or the like be- 
longing to one person causes a female of the same species 
belonging to another person* to conceive, then in both cases, 
tho fruit produced therein is seen to belong to the owner 
of the soil alone : and the reason for this is stated in the 
passage, ‘‘for the soil is more important than the seed;” 
the purport is that this is found in the case of cows, mares 
&c. Accordingly tho meaning' which follows is, that if 
there be an agreement, then only the wife’s son becomes the 
son of two fathers or Dvyimushyayana, by reason of tho 
right of the owner of the seed ; but the owner of the soil 
has right over the wife’s son in both the cases, (t. e. whether 
there be an agreement or not). Hence it is that although 
Ykjnavalkya has made no mention of the agreement with 
the owner of the seed, in the text, — “ A son begotten by 
one without male issue &c.,” — still that is to be under, 
stood since the text is based upon the same foundation with 
that of Manu. Accordingly in the text, — “ A son begotten 
on a wife by a kinsman {jsagotra) or any other,” — a com- 
prehensive definition of the wife’s son is given, irrespective 
of the agreement ; otherwise there would have been ropeti* 
14 
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tion : “ a kinsman fsagotraj^^ means, the husband’s younger 
brother or a sapinda or the like : “ any other,” signifies ono 
ot|;er than a aagdtra ; this is the secondary altcruatiyo, for 
Manu say^, — “ or a mpinda or a mgoiray 

The A'charyas say that*appointment to raise issue is 
relative to an amancea woman only. Because raising up 
issue in pursuance of appdintment is restricted by Manu 
to her case only, as in tho text, — “ When the husband 
dies after the verbal betrothal of a damsel, her husband’s 
younger brother shall have intercourse with her in this 
mode.” And because the appointment of a widow is 
rather prohibited ; since after setting forth the appointment 
of a widow in the text, — “ On failure of issue, tho desired 
offspring may bo obtained by a woman duly authorized, 
from the husband’s younger brother or a sapinda : but ono 
who is appointed to raise issue on widow, shall, rubbing 
his body with clarified butter, and being silent, beget in 
night only one son and by no means a second,” — Manu 
himself forbids it in the followipg text, — “ No widow 
should be authorized by regenerate men to beget children 
by other persons, for those that authorise her to conceive 
by other men, violate* tho primeval law: such appoint- 
ment is nowhere mentioned in the Vedic texts on mar- 
riage ; neither is the re-marriage of widows mentioned in 
ibb law of marriage : this praetice, fit only for brutes, and 
reprehended by learned regenerate men was introduced 
among men while Vena held the sovereign sway : ho, ruling 
the whole earth, and eminent among the royal saints, 
gave rise to confusion of tribes, while his intellect was 
perverted by passion : since his time, the virtuous censure 
him who through delusion of mind authorizes a widow 
to have intercourse with another man for the sake of 
progeny.” 

Here it is to be remarked that the term ** affianced ” 
means a damsel who has been given in marriage by the 
person having the right to give, with the declaratory sen- 
tence, — “ I give unto thee and that the term “ widow ” 
signifies one who has been married with the connubial 
ceremony ending in the rite of going seven steps, but 
whose husband is subsequently dead. But the term 
affianced ” does not include one who has been betrothed 
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by a promise at an indefinite time before marriage, such as 
with the following declaratory sentence, — ‘‘I will give 
this damsel in marriage, in the presence of gods, the 
spiritual preceptor and the holy fire, to him (or thee) who 
is (or art) not destitute of any limb, or not impotent, not 
degraded and free from the ten defects.” Hence it is that 
the term “ husband ” has been used by Manu ; the pre> 
vious executory promise being no part of the marriage 
ceremony, the promisee’s status of husband does not arise 
thereby, consequently he cannot reasonably bo referred to 
by the term “ husband.” Although a person does not 
become the husband of even a damsel betrothed by a 
promise, inasmuch as like the status of wife, the status of 
husband, which consists in the sacred initiation and which 
is to bo effected by the ceremony of marriage, can never 
arise before its completion ; still in the commencement of 
the connubial ceremony the use of the term husband,” 
the status whereof will be the effect of it, is not unreason* 
able, like the use of the word sacrificial fire before the 
commencement of tlic sacrifice by the sacrifice!’. Hence it 
is tlmt among u’cstern, northern and the like j)eoplo, if the 
promisee dies a little before the marriage of the betrothed 
damsel, her marriage with another person is allowed by 
the learned, who are not censured. Otherwise in the kali 
ago when the appointment to raise issue is prohibited, if 
the ro-marriago of those whose marriage is not consum. 
mated bo also forbidden, it would be a very objectionablo 
practice. Accordingly the meaning (of the text of Hanu) 
is this, — When “ the husband ” /. e. person about whom 
the ceremony of marriage takes place whereby the status 
of husband is effected, “dies after the verbal betrothal,” 
i. e. after the gift has been made with the declaratory 
sentence. Nor can it be said that let the appointment of 
widows to raise issue be optional, inasmuch as it is pro- 
hibited after having been enjoined. Because option 
cannot reasonably bo supposed with reference to a fact, 
for it is not reasonable to say that a person undertaking 
to procreate issue on a widow, under appointment, does 
or does not incur sin. And because the law of appoint- 
ment to raise issue cannot apply to widows, as it is resti’ict* 
ed to affianced damsels, by the text, — “ AVhen the husband 
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&c.” And because the injunction and the prohibition 
are not of equal force, inasmuch as those who give the 
authority are censured, as in speaking of the duties 
women, unchastity has been declared to be the source of 
numerous faults, and as a life of austerity (led by the 
widows^ has been highly praised. Accoraingly in the 
text, — “ Let her rather emaciate her body by (living upon) 
the pure flowers, roots and fruits ; but lot her not when 
the husband is dead, pronounce even the name of another 
man,” — Manu himself has prohibited tlie resorting to the 
protection of another man, for livelihood ; and in the text, 
— “ Longing for the unparalleled virtue of those having 
only one husband, shall continue till death, forgiving all 
injuries, observing strictly the rules and foregoing all 
sensual pleasure : many thousands of bachelor Vijiras con- 
tinuing in the order of the student have ascended the 
celestial regions without leaving any issue: like those 
life-long students, a chaste woman leading a life of austeri- 
ties after the death of her husband goes to heaven though 
destitute of sons : a woman who being covetous for off- 
spring proves faithless to her (deceased) husband, brings 
disgrace on herself in this world, and becomes excluded 
from the regions of her lord (in the next world,)” — he has 
forbidden with extreme censure the living with another 
man for progeny; and subsequently in the text, — “ When 
the husband dies &c.” — ^lie himself has declared the 
legality of appointment relative to an afiianced damsel. 
Having mentioned, “in this mode,” he has declared other 
ceremonies, in the text, — “Having espoused her in due 
form, she being clad in a white robe, and pure in her 
conduct, let him privately approach her once after each 
course till delivery.” The pronoun “ this ” in the passage 
“in this mode” means the mode which has been men- 
tioned before, m. rubbing of the body with clarified butter, 
appointment by the venerable protector, &c., — ^and in- 
cludes what is stated in other Smritis. The term “ hus-' 
band’s younger brother” includes a sapitida and the like, 
in conformity with other texts. The term “husbdnd” 
and the expression “ after the verbal betrothal ” have been 
already explained. 
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The following passago of the Mitiksharh, namely, — 
« From this very text it appears that tho person to whom 
the damsel is betrothed becomes her husband even without 
acceptance,” — must be taken as implying the meaning 
explained by us, since it has been shewn that the meaning 
which appears on the face of the passage, is erroneous. 
Accordingly there is the following passage further down, — . 
“ This espousal with tho restrictions, namely, sprinkling 
the body with clarified butter &c. forms part of the inter- 
course to be had with the woman appointed to raise issue ; 
but it does not secure for her the status of a wife of 
the husband’s younger brother. Hence the offspring be- 
gotten on her belongs to the owner of the soil, should there 
be no agreement ; but if there be an agreement, it apper- 
tains to both by virtue of the agreement itself.” 

Ndrada says: — “The issue of the seed sown in 
another’s soil by the owner’s permission is considered as 
belonging to both tho owner of the seed and the owner of 
the soil.” Sankha and Likhita say: — “According to 
Angirasas, the offspring belongs to him who espoused her 
with Yedic texts : but Usan^s holds that the produce of 
the seed sown with an agreement between the owner of 
the seed and the owner of the soil belongs to both.” 
Kdtyayana ordains: — “ When one raises produce with the 
consent of the owner of the soil ; then both of them be- 
come here the sharers of the same, since the fruit could not 
come into existence in the absence of either.” 

H&rfta says : — “ (If begotten) in the lifetime (of the 
husband) he is called tho wife’s son, by reason of the 
absence of independence ; but after the death, he is called 
the son of two fathers, by reason of the seed not being 
sown (by the husband) : others say that soil bears not fruit 
without seed, nor does seed germinate without soil, hence 
both being necessary, the offspring belongs to both. Of 
these two fathers, he becomes first the oflfepring of the 
natural father. Let them offer two pindas in the fhlrvdpaj 
sacrifice in honor of the ancestors, or in one declare 
the name of both (the fathers) ; lot his son do the same 
when offering the second piida, and his grandson when 
offering the third pinda. And let the remote descendants 
down to the seventh, pronounce the name of two while 
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ofiEering or divided oblations to the three ancestors 
entitled to the Upa or divided oblations.” 

The meaning of this text is : — If begotten in the life* 
time” i. e. of the owner of the soilj he is, by some, called 
the wife’s son, who belongs to the owner of the soil alone ; 
the reason for this is, — “ by reason of the absence of inde* 
pendence” (. e. of the wife : “ but after the death,” t. e. of 
the owner of the soil ; although the absence of indepen* 
dence is the same, by reason of the subsequently cited text 
of Manu, viz. — “ A sonless woman keeping unsullied <&c. ;” 
— still the son does not belong to the owner of the soil 
alone ; and the reason for this is, ‘‘ by reason of the seed 
being not sown” i. e. the owner of the soil must have given 
permission to the owner of the seed ; “ soil bears not fruit 
&c.” shows that what has been said is reasonable : “ in the 
nindpd' which means that in which oblations are given, e, 
the sacrifice in honor of ancestors ; there let the DvyWu* 
shydyanas “ offer” separately “ two pindas'^ to two fathers, 
or in one pinda^ declare the name of both” the fathers^ 
it is to be understood that in each of the pindas the names 
of two ancestors are to be declared; for A pastamba or- 
dains, — “ If he be the son of two fathers, he shall offer 
each oblation to two ancestors” — i. e. by reason of the 
three ancestors being double ; “ the second,” i. e. in offer- 
ing the second and the third oblations : “ the three ances* 
tors entitled to the lepa,” i. e. while offering divided obla- 
tions to them shall pronounce the names of two. 

Also Narada says : — “ The sons of two fathers shall 
separately offer to the two (sets of ancestors) the pindas 
and libations of water ; and shall likewise take a moiety 
of the property of the owner of the seed and of the owner of 
the soil.” — The term “ moiety” indicates a share that is 
reasonable under the circumstances. 

Baudhayana says : — The son of two fathers shall 
offer oblations (in this way) ; shall proclaim the names of 
both in each oblation ; three oblations shall be offered to 
the six : he who does so, errs not.” — “ The six” means the 
two fathers, the two grandfathers and the two great-grand- 
fathers. He again says : — ‘‘ The son begotten on the wife 
of a person deceased or impotent or diseased, by one duly 
authorized, is the wife’s sou; he is the son of two fathers, 
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belongs to two goiraSy porfonns the funeral obsequies of 
both and takes their heritage.” 

Manu says : — “ lie Avho is begotten on the duly ap- 
pointed wife of a man deceased or impotent or diseased is 
called the son of the wife.” 

Hero in all cases where the owner of the soil is alive, 
but ia incapable of begetting a son on account of disease 
&c., the appointment and the agreement may, according 
to the circumstances, bo made by the venerable protectors 
and the husband also; but if ho bo dead, then by the 
venerable protectors alone. 

Thus there are two descriptions of the Jcslietmja or 
wife’s son ; one has two fathers, and the other has the 
owner of the soil for his father. 

5. “ One secretly begotten in the house” by a gal- 
lant, and subsequently ascertained to be of the same class,, 
is the secret-born son of the OAvner of the soil. Thus Manu 
says, — “ When a son is begotten on one’s wife, and it is 
not known who is its father, ho is the secret-born in the 
house and belongs to him from whoso soil he is sprung,” 
— “ And it is not known &c.,” means, that although it is 
not known by what particular person ho is procreated, 
still it must be held that it is known that ho is begotten 
by a person of equal class, by reason of the following text 
of Yogisvara. — “ This law is propounded by mo in regard 
to sons equal by class.” This text Avill bo oxi)laiucd here- 
after. 

6. “ The maiden-born son is one born of an un- 
mamed daughter,” bogotton by a man of equal class, ho 
“ is considered as a son of the maternal grandsirc :” that 
is, the son belongs to him, of whoso daughter ho is born. 
But one born of a married daughter becomes the secret- 
born son of the husband ; as is said by Manu. — “ When 
a maiden daughter secretly conceives a son in her father’s 
house, tliat son sprung from the maiden daughter is called 
by the name of the maiden-born son and belongs to the 
husband.” — From these texts it appears that one begotten 
on an unmarried damsel I’csiding at her father’s house, by 
a gallant of equal class, is called a maiden-born sou, and 
that ho becomes son of the maternal grandfather. 
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But in conflict with this is the following passage of the 
Brahmapurana cited in the Ratn&kara, — Bat one be- 
gotten in the father’s house, on a damsel who has not been 
given (in marriage), by a man of equal class id called the 
maiden-bom son and becomes the son of him to whom she 
is given (in marriage) also the following text of N&rada 
cited in the same book, — “ The maiden-born son, also the 
son received with the bride, and he who is secretly born : 
their mother’s husband is to be knoAvn as their father ; and 
they are pronounced to be heirs.” Here (i. e. in the pas- 
sage of the Brahmapur&ua) there is no conflict as to his 
being the maiden-born son, who is begotten on an un- 
married damsel in her father’s house, by a man of equal 
class : but the conflict lies in the portion, — “ and becomes 
the son of him to whom she is given in marriage also 
in what has been declared in the above text of Ndrada, 
namely, — that the damsel’s husband becomes the father of 
the maiden-born son, of the son received with a bride, and 
of him who is secretly born ; and in what Manu says, 
namely, — “ and belongs to the husband since it is not 
said (in these texts) that he becomes a son of the maternal 
grandsire. As for the reconciliation made by the author 
of the Mitakshard, namely, — “ if begotten on a maiden 
daughter, ho becomes tho son of the maternal grandfather, 
and of the husband alone, if begotten on a married daugh- 
ter,” — that is not satisfactory. For if that were so, then 
such a son could not be called a maiden-born son fk&nina)f 
being not begotten on an unmarried daughter, meant oy 
the term maiden or kanyu. It cannot, however, bo said 
that the term ianya (maiden daughter) refers to any 
female child (whether married or unmarried). Since the 
definition (of tue maiden-born son) would be unmeaning, 
inasmuch as it would not exclude the secret-born son, who 
is begotten by a daughter,— all women being daughters 
of some body. Again, the conflict with the passage of the 
Brahmapur&na is not got rid of (by this), for there* the 
term — “ who has not been given in marriage” — ^has been 
used. Accordingly also, it is difficult to reconcile the in- 
consistency with the text of Manu. The author of the 
Kalpataru, however, who has cited the texts contradictory 
to each other, has not at all reconciled the conflict, for like 
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a thoughtless man ho makes no mention of the distinct 
cases to which the texts are applicable. Indeed, he having 
sot forth many texts showing that the maiden-born son be- 
longs to the maternal grandfather, has immediately cited 
the text of Narada and the passage of the Brahmapun'ina, 
which are in conflict with the above texts. There are cited 
the following text of Vasishtha, — “ The maiden-born son 
is the fifth; he, whom an unmarried damsel begets through 
passion in her father’s house, is the maiden-born son, ho 
becomes the maternal grandfatlicr’s son : tliis is also de- 
clared (by the ancient sages), — ‘ If a sonless daughter 
begets a son in the house ; in him tlie maternal grand- 
father has a son’s son, he sliall offer and take tho 
j)roperty’ ” — likewise tlie following text of Narada, — 
“ Tlie maiden-born son, whose father is unknown, and 
whoso mother was senseless, shall offer finda to tho mater- 
nal grandfather and take his property” — and also tho 
following text of Baudhayana, — “ If one approaches • a 
damsel who has not been espoused and who has not boon 
given ; the son begotten on her is the maiden-born son.” 

We remove tho difficulty thus : Tho texts which 
declare that tho maiden-born son belongs to the maternal 
grandfather, are relative to a son begotten by a man of 
equal class on a damsel wlio has not in any way been 
given : and the texts which declare that such a son belongs 
to the husband, have reference to tho son begotten by a 
man of equal class, on a damsel who has been declared 
to be given- but who has not acquired the status of 
wife, which is effected by tho marriage' ceremony ending 
in the rite of going seven steps. The term, “ who has 
not been given” in the text of Narada (in the passage 
of the Brahmapunlna?), and the term “ who has not been 
given,” in the text of Baudhdyana mean, the ceremony 
of whose marriage has not been completed, — but they 
do not signify, who has not at all been given. And 
this is consistent with reason. By tho declaration of the 
intention (to give the damsel in marriage), the destruction 
of the father’s right and the generation of the bridegroom’s 
right are commenced; and the fatlier’s right not being 
wholly destroyed (just after the declaration of tho intention) 
tho term “maiden-born son” may reasonably bo applied, 
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and tkoro being the commencement of tho bridegroom’s 
right, the son may reasonably belong to him ; but it is 
consistent with reason that when the other’s right is com- 
plete (over the damsel), the son born of her becomes the 
son of the maternal grandfather. The same is also the 
meaning of the text of Manu (para. 1) : — A damsel, who has 
been declared to be given, but whose marriage ceremony 
has not been completed, continues a maiden, because the 
status of the intended bridegroom’s wife has not been ac- 
quired ; a son sprung from such a maiden daughter is called 
by the name of the maiden-born son and belongs to the 
husband i. e. to the person by whom she is married : hence 
tho phrase in her father’s house” is consistent as support- 
ing this meaning, for immediately after the marriage she 
enters the husband’s house. The passage of the Mit&k- 
shard also (on this subject) bears the same meaning : “ un- 
married” i. e. whose marriage ceremony is not commenced, 
married” i. e. whose marriage ceremony has commenced ; 
— the past participle in the word “ married” itdhd is used 
in the sense that the act is commenced, but not in the 
sense that tho act is completed. But if the marriage cere- 
mony of a damsel has been completed, then a son pro- 
created on her by a gallant of equal class, becomes the 
secret-bom son: hence it is said, — ‘‘ one begotten secretly 
in the house” i. e. born in the husband’s house without his 
knowledge. 

7. Twice married women are of two descriptions : 
the first is one who was not deflowered on her first mar- 
riage, and is espoused by another ) and the second is one 
who has, previously to the marriage, been polluted by in- 
tercourse with the other sex. One born of such a woman 
is the son of the twice- married woman ; hence it is declared 
(by Yajnavalkya § 1), — “ begotten on a woman who 
has not been deflowered or on one who has been de- 
flowered.” Manu says : — If a woman who has been 
desorted by the husband or a widow begets (a son) by 
becoming, of their own accord, the wife of another person ; 
he is called the son of the twice-married woman.” K^tyk- 
yana says : — ** When a woman having deserted a husband 
who is impotent or degraded, gets another husband; 
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a son born of her is the son of the twice-married woman, 
and it is clear that he belong^ to his natural father.” 
Vasishtha and Vishnu say ; — ‘‘ The fourth is the son of the 
twice-married woman.” His being the fourth is agree- 
ably to the order stated by them. 

8. He, whom the mother with her husband’s assent 
or the father gives to another, becomes his adopted son ; 
thus Manu says : — “ That son whom his mother or father 
affectionately gives with water, at a time of distress, and 
who is alike (b^i^lass) is known as the adopted son.” By 
specifying “ at a time of distress,” it is indicated that the 
giver incurs sin in the absence of distress ; the mother and 
the father (may give) separately or jointly ; the term 
“with water,” indicates the mode of gift and acc^tance ; 
“ alike” means equal in class ; “ affectionately” (priUsan~ 
yuktamj is an adverb. 

An only son shall neither be given nor accepted. So 
Vasishtha ordains, — “ A person, produced from the virile 
seed and the uterine blood, is an effect whereof the mother 
and the father are the cause : the mother and the father 
are competent to give, to sell, or to abandom him. But let 
no one give or accept an only son, since he is to continue 
the line of the ancestors. Let not a woman, however, give 
or accept a son unless with the assent of her husband.” 

Some say that the adoption of a son by a woman 
without the assent of her husband, being prohibited 
in this text, the son taken by a widow whose hus- 
band died without giving authority does not become an 
adopted son. This is not tenable ; since a sonless person 
has no access to heaven, and the procreation of a son is 
ordained to be necessary, therefore the permission which 
he was bound under the S&stras.to give, is not to be consi- 
dered as wanting in such a case. Nor can it be said that 
thus the portion, namely, “ unlesd with the assent of her 
husband” — ^would be useless, inasmuch as there is no case 
to be excluded, and as the authority which a person is 
bound under the Sdstras to give, is in all cases necessary 
(and so assumed as given). Because the prohibition is 
levelled against a woman who wishes to adopt a son for 
her own sake, when her husband who is desirous of having 
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moliHlui or freedom from the neeessity of repeated deaths 
and birtlis, or who has a son by another wife, cannot 
possibly give an authority to adopt. So it is declared, — 
“If one among all the wives of the same person be mother 
of a son, then all of them becomes, by that son, mothers 
of male issue: this is ordained by Manu.” The purpose 
for which a son is desired, , namely , the performance of 
srdddha &c. being served by the son of a co-wife, no son 
need be adopted by such a woman without the assent of 
her husband. The purport is, that in such a case, the 
object of both (the husband and the wife) is accomplislied 
by that son ; since he being the aurasa, is the principal 
son to the husband, while to the wife, he is a subsidiary 
son, like an adoptc<^ ^on ; hence another son shall not bo 
taken in adoption without the permission of the husband. 
But in reality the moaning of the part, — “ unless with the 
assent of her husband,” — is, that while the husband is 
alive, a son shall not be adopted by the wife without the 
permission of the husband ; because the following text, — 
“ If among uterine brothers, one becomes father of a son, 
then all of them become by that son, fathers of male issue : 
this has been declared by Manu” — which is similar to the 
previous text, — (If one among all the wives &c.) — has 
been explained in the Mitkkshark and the Smritichandrikd 
to mean that when a brother’s son is available for making 
a subsidiaiT son, such as an adopted son, any other shall 
not be mad.e a substitutionary son. 

But when the husband is dead, the assent of those 
only is necessary, on whom she is dependent. In this 
view, the object of the prohibition becomes reasonable. 
Therefore, although the husband be deceased without giv- 
ing permission to adopt, still an adoption by the widow is 
not invalid. The reason plso for putting the interpreta- 
tion mentioned above on the two texts of Manu — has been 
set forth in the Mitdkshard itself, thus : — “ Otherwise in 
the texts, namely, — ‘ The wife and the daughters also &c.’ 
— and — ‘ The property of a woman without issue &c.’ — 
which refer to the heirs who take the property of one 
destitute of issue, — the declaration of the succession of the 
brother’s son and the step-son respectively, in default of 
the wife &c,, and in default of the husbana &c., would be 
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in conflict with tho above texts.” This will bo dealt with 
in detail while explaining tho texts. 

Although there may be many sons, still tho eldest 
shall not be given in adoption ; for in the text, — “ As 
soon as the eldest is born, a man becomes father of a son” 
— he is declared to be preferable in performing the duties 
of a son. 

The reason being equal, the prohibition in respect of 
an only son and the eldest son, applies to tho cases of the 
son bought, the son solf-g^ven, and the son made. Hence 
in the anecdote of Harischandra in the Bahbricha Brah* 
maiia, there is found a suggestion of the prohibition in 
respect of the eldest son in the case of the son bought : — 
He, on taking the eldest son, said.” 

The mode of accepting a son is propounded by 
Vasishtha, — ‘‘ A person being about to adopt a son shall 
take an unremote kinsman, or a near relation of a kins- 
man, having convened his kindred and announced his 
intention to the king, having performed the hoinam with 
recitation of the hymns denominated vff&hriti in the 
middle of the dwelling-house.” Here by the term un- 
remote kinsman” is intended, the exclusion of one who 
is remote by country and language. Similarly, in the 
cases of the son bought and the like, for the reason is the 
same. In the Kalpataru, however, the text is read as — 
adurabandhavam asannikrishfam eva, and is explained thus : 
adiirai&ndhavam, (rendered above into an unremote kins- 
man), means, one whose maternal uncle &c. are near; 
mamrkmhtam, means, one whose virtues and defects are 
unknown; eva means even. And he has written the follow- 
ing as the remaining portion of the text of Vasishtha : — 
“But if a doubt arise, let him set apart like a Sudra 
one whose kindred are remote, for it is declared (in the 
Vedas), ‘ many are saved by one,’ ” — and explained thus : 
‘ But if a doubt arise,’ i. e., should a doubt with respect to 
his caste arise, on account of his kinsmen not being near, 
‘ let him set apart like a Sildra’ destitute of initiation : the 
intention is that even a Sddra may be a son adopted. 

9. “A son bought is one who was sold by them,” — 
“by them,” *. by the mother and the father ; that i^, 
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one given to another by the mother with the husband’s 
assent, or by the father, on receipt of price; ‘except- 
ing an only son and the eldest son, at a time of <^- 
tress,’ — ^is also to be inserted (in the definition); he 
must be one of the same class, by reason of the concluding 
text, — “ This law is propounded by me in regard to sons 
equal in class.” As for the text of Manu, — “ He, who is 
purchased from the mother and the father to become a 
son, is the purchaser’s son bought, whether similar or 
dissimileu*,” — ^that is interpreted, — “whether similar or 
dissimilar” in good qualities, but not dissimilar in class, 
for there would be conflict with the text, — “ This law is 
propounded, &c.” Also Baudh&yana says, — “ He, who 
being purchased from the mother and the father, or from 
either, is taken for progeny, is the son bought.” 

10. “ A son made is one” of an equal class, “ who” 
having been induced by the show of money, field, &c., is 
asked — ‘ be you my son,’ and “ is adopted by the man him- 
self’ who is desirous of having male issue ; provided that he 
is destitute of the mother and the father, for if they be alive 
.lO cannot, by reason of his dependence on them, become 
another’s son. Also Manu and Vishnu say, — “"V^enone 
alike (in class), capable of dismiminating between right 
and wrong and possessed of the virtues of a son, is adopt- 
ed, he is to be known as the son made” ; — “ alike,” t. e., 
alike in class, “is adopted” by the mother and the father 
jointly or separately. 

11. “ One who gives himself is self-given,” t. e., one 
who himself has given himself to another, i. e., one who 
comes of his own accord by saying, ‘ I become your son,’ . 
and is bereft of the mother and father, or is abandoned by 
them, is equal in class and is not degraded, — ^is called a 
self-given son. So Manu says, — “ He, who being bereft 
of the mother and the father or abandoned (by them) 
without any cause, delivers himself to another, is pro- 
nounced his self-given son” ;— “ abandoned,” «. e., by the 
mother and the father at a time^ of famine or the like, on 
account of inability to afford m^tenance, &c., “ without 
any cause” such as degi^ation, — ^that is to say, inde- 
pendent, (so that he can give himself). 
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12. One received, vrhile yet in tlio womb, is a son 
received with a bride,” i. e., one, who is in the womb, 
being begotten by a gallant of equal class in the unmarried 
state of a damsel, and is received or «tnna, — vinna being 
the past participle of vid, to get, — ^when she is married in 
the pregnant state, — is called one received with a bride, 
and becomes the husband’s son. So Manu says , — ‘‘ When 
a pregnant damsel is espoused, whether known or not 
known (to be so), the child in the womb belongs to the 
husband and is called the son received with a bride.” 
Also Vishnu says, — “ The seventh is the son received 
with a bride ; he is the son of a damsel married when 
pregnant, and belongs to the husband.” “ The seventh,” 
i. e.f with reference to the order in which the enumeration 
is made by the sago. 

13. “ Ho, who is taken for adoption, having been 
forsaken (by the parents), is a deserted son,” i. e., one who 
is abandoned by the mother and the father, and is taken 
by a person desirous of having male issue, — ^becomes son 
of the taker, and is called a deserted son. These two 
must be alike in class. Likewise, Vishnu also says, — 
“ The eleventh is the deserted son, belonging to him by 
whom he is taken, having been forsaken by the father and 
the mother.” Vasishtha says, — “ The fifth is the deserted 
son, who is taken, having been forsaken by the mother 
and the father.” “ The eleventh” and “ the fifth” place 
is agreeably to the order in which enumeration is made by 
the two sages respectively. 

14. The son of a Sddra woman, however, who is 
called p&raaava, and is enumerated by Manu among the 
subsidiary sons, is not mentioned by Ydjnavalkya ; inas* 
much as the sage lays down a restrictive rule in the shape 
of the conclusion contained in the text, — This law is 
propounded by me in respect of sons equal in class,”— 
and as he can, by no means, be considered as equal in 
class. Hence, the sage speal^ of such a son in the text, — 

One begotten even on a female slave &c. (§ 22),” since 
a son of a twice-born by a S6dra woman, cannot succeed 
to his paternal property oven in default of other sons. 
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This will be resumed. Likewise, Manu says, — “ The son 
whom a Brkhmapa impelled by passion begets on a woman 
of tho servile class, is a carcass though living and there- 
fore called a pdrasava, (a living carcass).’’ Also Baudhk- 
yana says, — “ A p&raaava is one begotten on a woman of 
the servile class by a person belonging to the first of the 
regenerate tribes, impelled by passion.” 

15. Of these (twelve descriptions of sons,) those 
described after the aurasa or legitimate son are subsidiary 
sons, but the aurasa alone is tho principal one. AccordU 
ingly Manu says, — “ These eleven (kinds of sons,) begin- 
ning with the wife’s son, as have been described above, 
are declared by the wise substitutes of sons — for failure of 
the object.” — The term “ for failure of the object,” *. e. 
for failure of tho object of marriage &c. — forms the reason 
for substitution. But in the Smntichandrikd it has been 
explained thus, — Tho wise, ». e. the sagos apprehending, in 
default of the legitimate son, the extinction of the ceremo- 
nies of the srdddha and the like that might be performed 
by him, have declared the eleven substitutionary sons, as 
what should be adopted. Vrihaspati says,— “ There are 
thirteen kinds of sons, that are described by Manu in the 
order of priority : of them the legitimate son perpetuates 
the lineage, the appointed daughter and the rest,” — this 
text has been explained by adding, — ‘ are declared as what 
should be made subsidiary sons.’ Vrihaspati declares, — 
“ As in the absence of clarified butter, the linseed oil is 
declared by the virtuous, as the substitute, so are tho 
eleven descriptions of sons, in the absence of the legitimate 
son and the appointed daughter.” In the Brahmapurd^a, 
(it is said): — “ The son given, the son self-given, the son 
made, as well also the son purchased, and the deserted son 
are always to be maintained : those that belong to a differ- 
ent gotra or family, present distinct oblations, and perpe- 
tuate a different lineage, become impure for three days on 
the occasions of birth and death, as well of those that give 
food and raiment as of those to whom the seed and the 
soil belong. The Vipras have rarely a pdrasava son of tho 
servile Siidra class. But persons of the royal class, that is, 
labouring under a curse, and is gradually perishing, and 
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is always engaged in warfare, have sometimes these ; if 
tliere be neither the legitimate son nor tlie appointed 
daughter, tlien they have eleven sons of different descrip- 
tions beginning with the wife’s son, who, however, merely 
perpetuate the lineage ; all of them perform like a slave, 
their sraddha &c. on tlie specified occasions. The secret- 
born son, the maiden-born son, tlie son received witli a 
pregnant bride, the wife’s son and the son of tlio twice- 
married woman, these five, the wealtliy Vaisyas may not 
have even for fear of punhshment from the king; they may 
have all the rest. The Siidras whoso occupation is service, 
who depend upon others for livelihood, and whose person 
is under the control of others, can have no son anywhere ; 
therefore of a male slave and a female slave, none but a 
slave can spring.” 

16. Having thus determined the nature of these 
sons, their right to heritage is now detorinincd, on this 
Yogisvara says, — In default of the iireceding ono among 
these, every succeeding one is the giver of tho pinda and 
the taker of the heritage.” Inasmuch as a distributive 
sense is indicated by tho term “ every succeeding ono,” 
the term “ the preceding one,” also, is to bo taken in a 
distributive sense. 

17. When there are a legitimate son- and the son 
of an appointed daughter, then agreeably to tho above 
text it would follow that the son of the appointed daugh- 
ter is not entitled to the hcrifago while there is the 
legitimate son, but Manu propounds an exception (to tho 
above rule,) in the text, — “ A daughter having been 
appointed, if a son be afterwards born, the division of 
heritage must in that case be equal ; since a woman has no 
right to specific deductions for seniority.” Also Vrihas- 
pati says, — “ Tho legitimate son alone is pronounced to 
bo the owner of the paternal property; an appointed 
daughter is declared to bo equal to him ; the other sons, 
however, are to be niaintained.” Nor is it rcfisonable to 
say that if the son of the appointed daughter be born first — 
(in point of time) and subsequently the legitimate sou 
be born, then because the sou of toe appointed daughter 

16 
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is the eldest by birth and not a female, he is therefore 
entitled to specific deductions for seniority. Since he 
holds the status of a son’s son, as is declared by Manu in 
the text,>— “ When a daughter, appointed or not appointed 
to raise issue, gives birth to a son begotten by a man of 
equal class; in that son, the maternal grandsire has a 
son’s son ; let him present oblations and take the heri> 
tage;” — “ has a son’s son,” since the appointed daughter 
is a (subsidiary) son, hence her son though a daughter’s 
son is a son’s son. And since it is nowhere declared that 
a son’s son is entitled to a greater share (than a son) by 
reason of seniority. Nor can it be said that this is in con- 
flict with the text, — “ The son that will be born of her 
shall be my son,” — as it atfirms souship of the son of an 
appointed daughter. Because the above meaning being 
in conflict with Manu, this text must be explained as in- 
tending the term son in a secondary sense on account of 
his being the giver of oblations. As the term son is ap- 
plied to an appointed daughter in a secondary sense she 
being not a male child, so also to the son begotten by an 
appointed daughter who is begotten by a man himself ; 
since although he is male he is not begotten by the man 
himself, and since the term * son’ primarily signifies a male 
child begotten by a man himself. 

18. Likewise it would follow from that (text of Yo- 
gisvara § 16), that other sons too are not entitled to any 
share, should there be the next preceding son; but an 
exception is ordained by Vasislitha in the text, — If a 
legitimate son be born after a son has been adopted, the 
son given is entitled to a quarter share.” Here the term 
son given” is indicative of others also, such as a son 
bought, for they are equally adopted ; accordingly Kdtya- 
yana says, — If a legitimate sou be born, the rest of the 
sons are entitled to a quarter share provided they be savar- 
na (of the same class) ; but if they be asavarm (of a difler- 
ent class) they are entitled to food and raiment onl^.” 
The meaning of the text of Katykyana is this : savar^^ i. e. 
the wife’s son, the son given &c., they are entitled to a 
quarter share when there is a legitimate son ; asavar^yi. e. 
the maiden- born son, the secret- born son, the son received 
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with a pregnant bride and the son of the twice*inarried 
woman ; these however, are not entitled even to a quarter 
share when there is a legitimate son, but are entitled to 
food and raiment. Accordingly Vishnu prohibits the parti- 
cipation of a quarter share by a maiden-bom son and the 
like, if there be a legitimate son, in the text , — ** But the 
maiden-born son, the secret-born son, the son received 
with a pregnant bride and the son of the twice-married 
woman are not preferable ; they are not at all entitled to 
participate in the pinda iind the heritage.” In default of 
the legitimate son &c., the maiden-born son &c., are 
certainly entitled to take the paternal property in its 
entirety, by reason of the text — “ In default of the pre- 
ceding one among these, every succeeding one &c.,” (§16.) 
As for the text of Manu, viz ., — “ The legitimate son alone 
is the master of the paternal estate ; but for the sake of 
humanity, he shall allow sufficient maintenance to the 
rest,” — that also is to bo explained to prohibit the quarter 
share in case the son given and the like be inimical to the 
legitimate son and devoid of good qualities ; and to refer to 
the maiden-born son &c., since they being declared (in 
the text of Katyayana) to be entitled to food and raiment 
only, this text should bo taken to be based upon the same 
foundation. 

Again Manu himself has declared that the wife’s son 
is entitled to a fifth or sixth share, — “Let the legitimate 
son, when dividing the paternal heritage, allot to the 
wife’s son a fifth or a sixth share out of the patrimony.” 
The distinction is, that a sixth share should bo allotted to 
him, if there bo both animosity (towards the legitimate 
son) and want of good qualities ; and a fifth, if there bo 
either of these defects. But the quarter share for the son 
of an appointed daughter, whom Manu has declared to bo 
entitled to an equal share, and tho third share for tho 
wife’s son who has been declared to bo entitled to a fifth 
or sixth share, — as mentioned in tho passage of the Brah- 
mapurkna, -namely, — “ The legitimate son though next 
born, is entitled to the entire patrimony ; the wife’s son 
takes a third share ; and the son of the appointed daughter, 
a fourth,” — are to be considered to refer to a son of the 
appointed daughter who is utterly devoid of good quahtie.H 
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and is of a different class, and to a son of the wife who is 
highly endowed with good qualities and friendly to the 
legitimate son. 

In order to show that, in default of the legitimate son, 
the son given takes the entire estate, Manu has set about 
the text, — “ But if the son given of a person be endowed 
with all good qualities, he .shall certainly take the estate of 
that person, — though accepted from a different gotra or 
family,” — the particle ‘ though’ signifies, and a fortiori 
if. accepted from the same gotra or family. The very same 
sage has prohibited the taking by the son given of the 
property belonging to the natural father, in the text, — 
“ A given son must not claim the family and the estate of 
the natural father : to him who gives away his son in 
adoption, the ambrosial pinda which follows the family and 
the estate is lost.” The pinda which the giver would have 
received from that son is lost to him ; “ ambrosial,” i. e. 
causing satisfaction to the manes of ancestors, — is the ad- 
junct oi pinda ; “wliich follows the family and the estate,” 
embodies the reason. . 

The following text relative to tlie given son alone and 
showing his right to a quarter share when there is a legi- 
timate son, is declared by Vasishtha,- — “ If after ho lias 
been taken in adoption a legitimate son be born, the given 
son takes a quarter share.” A text of Kiltyayana has 
already been cited (para. 1) which is applicable also to the 
son bought and the like. That text is read in the Kalpa- 
taru, — “ are entitled to a third share ;” and if this reading 
be correct, then that text is to bo explained to mean that 
the participation of a third share takes place in case the 
son given and the like are endowed with more good quali- 
ties than the legitimate son. 

Manu himself has declared also the equal participation 
of the wife’s son with a legitimate son, in the texts, — “ If 
a younger brother begets a son on the wife of an elder 
brother, then the distribution in such a case shall be 
equal; this is the settled law. The (wife’s son who is) 
inferior, cannot get in right of the superior ; the father 
is superior on account of pro- creation, therefore (the 
wife’s son) shall legally take the aforesaid share. He, 
who protects the estate and the wife of a deceased brother, 
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ishall, after generating a son to the brother, make over his 
estate to him. If tliere be a legitimate son and a wife’s 
son entitled to the property of the same father, each shall 
take what belonged to his natural father, and not the 
other.” The legitimate son being the subject commenced, 
although it seems that the equal pai'ticipation of the wife’s 
son is mentioned relatively to the legitimate son, still be- 
cause the meaning that is suggested by the context cannot 
be adopted should there be conflict of texts, therefore it is to 
be understood that the above text means the participation 
of a share equal to that of the natural father. Hence in 
the subsequent passage the superiority of the natural father 
is set forth. Also by the text, — “ he shall, after gene- 
rating a son to the brother &c.,” — it is declared that he 
shall give him the property of him to whom the wife’s son 
belongs, i. e. such a son being the representative of the 
brother shall take a share equal to his. 

Similarly are to be anyhow reconciled the texts of 
Vrihaspati and other sages, which declare greater or lesser 
shares for the wife’s son &c. Thus Vrihaspati says, 
“ The other five or six sons beginning with the wife’s son 
are equal shares.” Harfta ordains, — “ One about to dis- 
tribute shall allot one-twenty-first to the maidon-born son, 
one-twentieth to the son of a twice-married woman, one- 
nineteenth to the son of two fathers, one-eighteenth to the 
wife’s son, onc-seventcenth to the son of an appointed 
daughter ; and the rest* shall be given to the legitimate 
son.” In the Brahmapurana it is said, “ A legitimate son 
though next born (or begotten on a woman of inferior class) 
takes the entire estate, the wife’s son takes a third part, the 
son of an appointed daughter a fourth, the son made a 
fifth share, the secret-born son a sixth, the deserted son a 
Seventh share, the maiden-born son an eighth share, the 
son received with a pregnant bride a ninth part, the son 
bought gets a tenth, the son of a twice-married woman, 
however, obtains the next, the self-given son a twelfth ; 
but the son of a Siidra woman, a thirteenth part of the 
paternal property ; a person of the same gotra or a virtuous 
student (shall take the remainder).” Hero with every 
clause should be construed, ‘ when there is a legitimate 
son,’ by reason of the text; — “ In default of the preceding 
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one among these, every succeeding one &c.,” (§16.) It has 
previously been shown (para. 2) to what case is applicable 
the first verse of the above passage, namely, “ A legitimate 
son &c.” The reconciliation of the otWs also is to be 
made as is proper according to the local customs or agree- 
able to a comparison of the qualities. 

19' Manu has divided the sons into two sots of six, 
and declared that the first six are heirs (ddyddasj and 
kinsmen, and that the latter six are not heirs but kinsmen, 
as in the text, — “ The legitimate son and the wife’s son 
also, the son given and the son made, the secrct-boim son 
and the deserted son, these six are heirs (ddyddas) and 
kinsmen : the maiden-born son, the son received with a 
pregnant bride, the son bought, likewise the son of a twice- 
mari’ied woman, the self-given son and the son of a Sudra 
woman, these six are not heirs but Kinsmen.” The mean- 
ing of this text is as follows : — In default of any near- heir 
of the sapindas and the samdnodakas of their father, the 
first six are entitled to their estate, but the latter six are 
not entitled to the same ; but the division into those that 
are heirs {ddyadas) to the father and those that are not so, 
would not be reasonable, because the right of all the sons in 
default of the preceding one, to. take the property of the 
father is equal, by reason of the text, — “ In default of the 
preceding one among these &c.,” (§16) ; and because the 
text, — “ Neither the brothers nor the parents but the sons 
take the estate of the father,” — wliich is declared after the 
text, — “ The legitimate son alone is the master of the 
paternal property” — establishes that all the subsidiary sons 
are entitled to take the paternal property ; and because 
the term ddyida is mostly applied to heirs other than the 
son, in many texts such as, — “ Shall compel even the dd~ 
yddas to give :” but the status of kinsman, i. e. the qualifica- 
tion of performing the ceremonies of offering libations of 
water &c., by reason of being sapinda or samdnodaica, is 
common to both the sets of six. 

But H&ritasays, — “ Six are kinsmen and heirs ; the son 
begotten by a man himself on his chaste wife, the wife’s 
son, the son of the twice-married woman, the maiden-born 
son, the son of the appointed daughter, and one secretly 
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born in the house are kinsmen and heirs: the son given, 
the son bought, the deserted son, the son received with, 
a pregnant bride, the son self-given and the son found 
by chance are not heirs of kinsmen.” — “ The son be- 
gotten by a man himself on his chaste wife,” means the 
legitimate son ; the son found by chance” is one that is 
bereft of the mother, farther &c., and is suddenly found by 
a person who, after satisfying him says, — ‘ be you my son,’ 
and so adopts him, — that is to say, the son made. 

Now here tlio conflict with Manu is clear. Because 
by him, the maidou-born son and the son of the twice- 
married woman are enumerated among those that are not 
heirs to kinsmen ; while by Harita among those that 
are kinsmen as well as heirs : again the son given, the son 
made and the deserted son are reversely enumerated. 
Hence the conflict is to be removed thus ; their appli- 
cability is to be determined with reference to qualities 
such as equality in class, or with reference to local customs. 

Baudhhyana, however, concurs with Manu in what lie 
says (about this subject) in the text, — “ The legitimate 
son, the son of the appointed daughter, the wife’s son, tlie 
son given, tho son made, the secret-born son and the de- 
serted son are pronounced to bo heirs : the maiden-born 
son, the son received with a pregnant bride, the son 
bought, likewise tho son of the twice-married woman, the 
self-given son and the son of a Siidra woman are pronounced 
to be kinsmen.” 

Devala, having described tlie legitimate son, tho son 
of the appointed daughter, the wife’s son, the maiden-bom 
son, the secret born son, the deserted son, the son received 
with a pregnant bride, tho son of the twice-married 
woman, the son given, the self-given sou, the sou made 
and the son bought, says, — “ These twelve sons are de- 
clared for the sake of issue : some are sprung from 
himself; some are sprung from another; some are ac- 
quired ; and others become sons independent of any ex- 
ertion. ^ Of these, the first six are heirs to kinsmen, the 
latter six are so to the father alone : a distinction also 
among the sons according to the priority in the order of 
enumeration is ordained : all these sons indeed are consi- 
dered entitled to take the heritage of one having no legiti- 
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mate son ; but should a legitimate son be subsequently 
born, they have no right on account of seniority : of these 
sons, those tliat are equal in class take a tliird share ; but 
tliose inferior in class, shall remain dependent upon him, 
receiving food and raiment.” — Of tlie sons enumerated, it 
is clear who are sprung from himself and so forth. 

Narada also says, — ‘ ‘ The legitimate son, the wife’s son, 
the son of the appointed daughter, the maiden-born son, 
the son received with a pregnant bride, likewise the secret- 
born son, the son of the twice-married woman, the de- 
serted son, the son given, the son bouglit, likewise the son 
made, and the self given son; the.se are pronounced to bo 
the twelve descriptions of sons. Of these, six are kinsmen 
and heirs ; and six are not heirs but kinsmen. Each, 
according to the priority in order, is considered as su- 
perior ; and the next in order, as inferior. On the death 
of the father, they succeed to his estate according to 
their order: on default of the superior lot the inferior 
take the estate.” 

Manu says, — “ On failure of the superior, the in- 
ferior in order is entitled to the heritage ; but if there bo 
many equal, all become sharers of the estate.” 

Vrihaspati says, — “ The son given, tlie deserted son, 
the son bought, the son made and likewise the son of a 
Siidra woman ; all these when pure in class, are considered 
as sons of middle rank, entitled to the heritage : the wife’s 
son is censured by the virtuous, so likewise are the son of 
the twice-married woman, the maiden-born son, the son 
received with a pregnant bride and the secret-born son.” 

Harita says, — “ The son of a Siidra woman, the self- 
given son, and the son purchased ; all these who are pro- 
nounced kinsmen are undoubtedly Jcandaprishtha ; there is 
no doubt that, inasmuch as he having left his own family 
joins a different family, therefore by reason of that miscon- 
duct he is called kdifdaprishtfia. 

Yama says, — “ The son given at a time of distress, 
the self-given son and the son of a Vaishnavi, all these three 
described by Manu are kkrjdaprishtha ; since the family is 
called the k&i>,da, and they left their previous family. But 
let him whb is eldest remain in the, family. He, who 
having lefik his own family, betakes himself to a different 
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family is considered ns k&^daprlshfJta on account of that 
misconduct.” — In the Kalpataru it is said that Vaishnavl 
means a Siidra woman. 

20. In the following text, Yogisvarn lays down a 
restrictive rule in tho shape of the conclusion of what has ' 
been said, — “ This law propounded by me refers to sons 
equal in class.” — This law which is propounded by mean 
the text, — “ In default of the preceding one among these, 
every succeeding oiui &c.,” — is to bo understood to refer 
to the wife’s son &c., that belong to the same class with 
the father, and not to those of a different class. Of them 
tho maiden-born son, the sccret-born son, the son received 
with a pregnant bride and tho son of tho twice-married 
woman can be of tho same class, thi’ongh their natural 
father ; for they thomsolyes have not tho distinctive feature 
of tho pure and mixed classes. Since Yogfsvara himself 
having discriminated tho pure and mixed classes, says, 
“ This law is declared to refer to married women.” 

The sons s|)rung from a father of a superior class and 
a mother of an inferior class, — and belonging to tho mixed 
classes such as tlie Alilrdhdbhishikta, are included under 
the definition of the legitimate ; hence tho mode of par- 
tition by them has been declared by the text, — “ Tho sons 
of a Brahmana have four shares or three or two or ono 
according to the class «&c.,” (Part 1, § 25, para. 1.) Con- 
sequently, it is on their default, that tho wife’s son and tho 
rest are entitled to the paternal estate. 

21. Tho son of a Sudra woman, however, although 
legitimate, is not entitled to take the entire paternal pro- 
perty, notwithstanding the default of other sons. Accor- 
dingly, Mafiu says, — “ Whether one has a son or is desti- 
tute of a son, let him not, according to law, give more than 
a tenth to a son by a Siidra woman.” Wliother ono has 
a son by a wife of equal class or destitute of sous by 
a wife of equal class ; when he is dead let not his 
wife’s son &c., or any other heir give to a son by a Sudra 
woman more than a tenth out of his property. From this 
text it appears that in default of a son by a wife of equal 
class, a son by a Kshatriya or a Vaisya wife, takes tho 
entire paternal property. As for the right of a son by a 
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S6dra woman to take one share, declared by Yogisvara 
and other sages in texts like, — “ The sons oi a Brkhmana, 
according to tho class, take four shares, or three, or two, or 
one &c.,’’ — that is to be understood to reicr to a Sddra 
woman’s son of a very good character ; since, otherwise, 
there would be conflict with Manu. And the text of Manu, 
namely, — “ A son of a Brahmaga, a Kshatriya or a Vaisya, 
by a Siidra woman, is not entitled to take the heritage,” — 
has already been explained. 

22. A special rule is propounded by Yajnavalkya 
with regard to the partition of the property of a Sudra, in 
the text, — “ One begotten by a person of the servile class, 
even on a female slave takes a share by tho choice (of tho 
father) ; when the fatlior is dead, let tho brothers make 
him partaker of a half sliare : when there is no brother, 
let him take tho whole, provided there be no daugliter’s 
son.” A son begotten on a female slave by a Siidra 
obtains a share by the choice of tho father: after tho 
father’s death, however, let tho brotliors, t. e., the sons by a 
Sddra woman lawfully wedded, make him, i. e., tho son of 
the female slave, partaker of a share equal to half of their 
own share. Here from the plural number (in brothers) 
it should not be erroneously concluded that every one must 
give half of his share ; for if that were so, then one having 
many brothers would get a much larger portion of tho pro- 
perty than they, and that would bo very unreasonable : 
but the sous by a Siidra. woman, each take a half share of 
what is allotted to a legitimate son ; tho singular number 
(him) and the plural number (brothers) indicate the 
class and the individual. But in detault of a son by a law- 
fully wedded Siidra woman and of his sous &c., tho son 
of a female slave, also, gets the entire property of the 
Siidra father ; this appears to be the purport. 

23. From tho use of the term “ a person of tho 
servile class” (in Yajnavalkyu’s text, § 22) it appears that 
one begotten by a twice-born person on a femalo slave, 
cannot, notwithstanding tho desire of tho father, get a 
share, or a half share alter his death ; tho taking of his 
entire property is out of tho question : but he is entitled 
only to maintenance, provided ho be not disobedient. 
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PART I. 

§ 1. — General rule of succession. — 2. The wife’s succession ; wives of dif- 
ferent classes ; effect of marriage in different forms ; her right to per- 
form religious ceremonies, and to take the entire estate. — 3. Limitation 
of her right ; two texts of Kdtyajana, interpretation of these by the 
author of Smritiebandrika ; that by Jimtitavahana, stated and criticized ; 
conclusion . — L Other texts on the priority of the wife’s succession. — 
5. Texts in conflict with these. — 6. Reconciliation by Dharesvara. — 
7. Criticized. — 8. Reconciliatiou by Srikara ; criticized. — 0. Ano- 
ther reconciliation ; criticized. — 10. Reconciliation by the author. — 
11. The term “ sonles.s” in texts on succession explained ; sapinda 
relationship explained. — 12. Jimutavahana’s objection to the above 
reconciliation, stated at length. — 13. The same criticized j re-union 
explained ; chaste widows entitled to maintenance only when the hus- 
band is uiiscparatcd. 

1. Now are mentioned those, who, in. default of the 
principal and subsidiary sons, are entitled to take the 
estate of one who is deceased, degraded, gone to retire* 
nient or the like. 

On this Yogisvara says, — “ The wife fpatnij and the 
daughters also, the parents, brothers likewise, their sons, 
the gentiles fgotrajaj^ cognates (bandhuj, a pupil, the 
fellow student : in the absence of the preceding one, every 
succeeding one is indeed heir to the estate of a sonless 
person, who departed for heaven. This rule extends to all 
classes.” The meaning is : The wife and the rest shall, 
agreeably to the order in which they are mentioned, i. e., 
in the absence of each preceding one, the next succeed- 
ing one, — take the estate of a person who departed for 
heaven, i, e., is deceased, and is sonless, i, e., destitute of 
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the twelve kinds of sons previously described ; this rule 
is to bo understood to apply to all, i. tho mixed classes 
whether they are sprung from a high-caste father and a 
loW'Caste mother, or from a low-caste father and a high- 
caste mother, — ^as well as to the (four principal) classes, 
such as the Brdhmaua. 

2. First of all the patni or the lawfully wedded wife 
takes the estato. The term patni itself signifies a woman 
espoused in the prescribed form of marriage, agreeably to 
tho Aphorism of P^^iui, — “ The term pati (husband) is 
clianged into (meaning the correlative) implying rela- 
tion through a sacrifice.” The singular number (in the term 
paint in Yogisvara’s text, § 1) implies the class ; hence if a 
person leaves more wives than one, then atl of them, — ^first 
those of the same class (with tho husband) and after them 
those of a different class, — shall take the husband’s pro- 
perty dividing the same amongst themselves. 

From tho use of tho term patni (in Ydjnavalkya’s text, 
§ 1 ) it appears that a wife espoused in tlie dsum or the like 
(disapproved) form of marriage has no right to take the pro- 
perty when there is another wife espoused in a lawful form 
of marriage. To this effect is the following passage of 
law, — “ A woman, however, who Is purchased by giving 
price, is not to be considered as a patni ; for neither 
in a sacrifice in honor of tho gods, nor in one in honor 
of the departed ancestors she (can be the companion of 
her husband, i. e., the purchaser, when performing such a 
sacrifice) : the poets (|)rophcts or sages) look upon her as a 
female slave.” — In this text her status of a female slave is 
mentioned with the intention that she has not the right of 
becoming the indispensable companion in the performance 
of ceremonies having spiritual merit for their end, but not 
with the intention that intercourse with her is forbidden ; 
for she being espoused (though in a disapproved form), the 
objection of her being the wife of another man, cannot 
arise. Accordingly Manu, having desenbed the virtuous 
and the vicious forms of marriage, declares that the virtues 
and vices attach solely to tho issue (of such marriages), — 
“ If a wife is eraoused by a man in the blameless forms of 
maniage, the offspring becomes uublameable ; and if in tho 
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roprehensiblo forms, the progeny becomes reprehensible ; 
therefore the reprehensible forms should be' studiously 
avoided.” The repreheiisibility of the offspring, again, 
refers to the absence of good conduct and character, nut, 
however, to exclusion from the castes pure or mixed ; for the 
solo fact of being begotten on a married woman by the 
man who marries her, determines the caste pure or mixed 
(of the offspring.) by reason of the text, — “ This law is 
ordained with regard to married women.” Hence, by the 
text, — “ For neither in a sacrifice in honor of the gods, 
nor in olio in honor of the departed ancestors she &c.” — 
the right to bo the companion is prohibited. 

Aceordingly it is indicated by the term /^a^uf th.at the 
competency also, of performing tlie rites in honor of tho 
ancestors, is a reason for the succession to tho property of 
the husband. Hence Prajapati says that tho estate of tho 
husband may be taken only by a wife who is chaste and 
who is competent to associate with the husband in the 
performance of ceremonies enjoined in tho Sruti and the 
Smriti, as in tho text, — “ Dying before tlio husband, a wife 
devoted to the husband partakes of his consecrated fire ; 
but if the husband die before her, she takes his property : 
this is the primeval law.” Also Vriddha Manu says, — 
“ The sonless wife (jjaini) alone, keeping unsullied the bed 
of her husband and persevering in religious observances, 
shall offer oblations to him and take his entire share.” 
With reference to this text, tho author of the Siuriticlian* 
drika says, that since the order of reading of the latter half, 
is opposed by tho order indicated by the sense, therefore 
the widow nrst obtains his entire share and then presents 
oblations. Tins is to bo rejected. Because nothing is 
intended to bo expressed by the order : the solo object of 
tho text is to establish her right to both. Otherwise the 
funeral ceremonies would have to be postponed till the 
share bo obtained : but that is prohibited in various passages 
of law. Also because there would arise the objection of 
assuming some spiritual purpose. By the particle “ alone” 
in the term “ tho wife alone,” it is shown that even to the 

C ' nuance of the fune^^dl ceremonies of her sonless bus- 
, she alone, like a son (had there been one) of her son. 
loss husband, is entitled, notwithstanding a brother and 
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tlio rest eiiuniorahKl in tlio text, — “ Tlio wife and the 
duugiitci's also 

The very same moaning is expressed at length by 
Prajapati, — “Having taken his moveable and immove- 
able property, the precious and the base metals, the grains, 
the liquids, and tlic clothes, let her duly offer his monthly, 
half yearly and other funeral oblations. With funeral 
repast and by pious liberality, let her honor the paternal 
uncle of her husband, the spiritual preceptor (or the pa- 
rents) and daughter’s sons, the children of the sisters, 
the maternal uncle, and also decrepit persons, guests 
and females (or tho other wives of inferior status).” — 
“ I’he base metals” are Icad^ tin and the like (i, other 
than gold and silver;) “ funeral repast” signifies tho food 
intended for tho ancestors ; “ pious liberality” means 

reservoir of water and tho like (workif for public good) or 
the fees and tho like (given to Brahiuanas) for the perform- 
ance of a ceremony. What is intended is this : Having 
obtained the husband’s entire estate including even tho 
immoveables, the patiii should, under tho superintendence 
t)f tho husband’s relatives, perform the ceremonies con- 
ducive to the spiritual benefit of her husband and herself, 
(tho ceremonies) which can be accomplished by wealth and 
which a female is competent to perforin. 

Tho same sago declares that those that causodnjury 
to her who conducts herself in this way are to be punished 
as robbers, — “ The gentiles and the cognates, liowever, 
who become her adversaries or injure her property, let tho 
king chastise by inflicting on them the punishment of a 
robber.” 

Tho following passage prohibitory of tho taking by 
tho ptdiU of immoveable iiropcrty, is quoted in tho Smriti- 
chandrika as a text of Vrihaspati ; — “ When tho husband 
is separated, the pledge and various others that are recog- 
nised as property, the wife {jdt/i), after tho death of her 
husband, obtains, excepting tho immoveable.” — And in 
order to prevent tho inconsistency of this text with that of 
Prajapati, namely, — “ Having taken his moveable and 
immoveable <!cc.” — it is concluded that this refers to a 
wife destitute of daughters, by rejecting tho opinion of 
others, namely, that this passage refers cither to a wife 
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without good character or to the property of an unscpara- 
ted husband, — as being contradictor to the remaining 

g art of the ateve text, namely, — “ Even when partition 
as been made, the wife (strij, though preserving her cha- 
racter, is not entitled to immoveable property.” 

The author of the Madanaratna points out a defect in 
the above conclusion on the ground that the above text of 
Vrihaspati is an interpolation inasmuch as it is not cited 
in the Mit&ksharh, the Kalpataru, the Hah^iyudha and the 
other commentaries, — but that the text of PrajApati, name- 
ly, — “ Having taken his moveable and immoveable &c.” 
— is a genuine one, since it is quoted in all the commenta- 
ries ; and characterizes the conclusion come to by the au- 
thor of the SmritichandrikA to be unreasonable, being 
simply an emanation from his inner consciousness : and he 
himself forms the following reconciliation, supposing the 
text of Vrihaspati to be a genuine one, namely, that the 
taking of the entire property including the immoveable 
— ^refers to a wife espoused in the forms of marriage, 
called BrAhma and the like, inasmuch as the term pafnl is 
used in these texts ; but that the text of Vrihaspati is rela- 
tive to a wife espoused in the A'sura or tlie like form of 
marriage, because the terms /AyA and stri only are employ- 
ed in that text. 

This is refuted in the Smritichandrika itself, in which 
it is said that a wife wedded in the A'sura or tlie like form 
is not comprised by the term patni ; and the texts also, in 
which the tovm Jdt/d and the like occur, refer to her e., 
the painij, inasmuch as these texts rest on the same foun- 
dation (with the texts in which the term patni is used). 
As for what is said, namely, that the conclusion arrived at 
by the author of the SmritichandrikA is a dogmatic one, — 
that also is not tenable. Because, if there be a daughter, 
then through her son there is a possibility of the enjoy- 
ment of immoveables, and of the spiritual benefit of the 
proprietor, therefore even the immoveables are taken (by 
the wife) ; but one that is destitute of daughter does not 
take the immoveable property by reason of the absence of 
such possibility : in this therefore may consist the reason 
(for the above conclusion of the author of the Smriti* 
chandrika). Accordingly it has been previously set forth 
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lliat \rithout the consent of the sons the father has no 
right to alienate even his self-acquired property. 

3. As for what appears from the text of Katyiyana, 
viz. — “ When the husband is dead, (the wife) preserving 
the honor of the family shall take the share of the husband 
for her life (or livelihood), not, however, the right to make 
gfift, mortgage or sale,” — namely, that the wife succeeding 
to the property of the husband is entitled to mere main- 
tenance out of the estate, but has no riglit to make gift, 
mortgage or sale thereof; — that also refers to the want of 
right to make gifts to players, dancers, &c. for secular 
purposes. Because he (Katyayana) himself sets out her 
right to make gifts for spiritual purposes, also to mortgage 
or sell so much as is sufficient for such purposes, in the 
text, — “ Persevering in religious observances and fasting, 
leading a life of austerity, and constantly engaged in the 
control of passion and in making gifts, (the widow) though 
sonless, ascends to heaven,” — ^from the phrase “ ascends to 
heaven” it appears that she lias power to make gifts, &c., 
even in religious ceremonies that are optional, and a forti- 
ori in those daily and occasional ceremonies which are 
enjoined by the Si'istras, and the omission whereof entails 
demerit. And because to the same effect is the text of 
Prajdpati cited before, namely — “ Having taken the move- 
ables and immoveables &c.” The author of the Smriti- 
chandrika, and others, say, that in this text too, the first 
(of the series of duties) being enumerated, her power 
to perform the optional ceremonies .(at the expense of her 
husband’s property) follows. 

There is again another text of Katyayana himself, 
namely, — “ Let the sonless (widow), preserving unsullied 
the bed of her husband, and abiding with her venerable pro- 
tector, only enjoy (her husband’s property) being moderate 
until her death, after her, let the heirs (or co-heirs, dtbjMasJ 
take.” 

In interpreting this text the author of the Smriti- 
chandrlka sa 3 ^s ; — The meaning is, “ let her being moder- 
ate,” i. e., patiently enduring any opposition, offered by 
the (husband’s) co-heirs ('day&dasL to the application of the 
wealth, “ enjoy until her deatn.” This again refers to 
such undivided property as the widow herself has taken 
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for her Hvolihood, when the father-in-law &c. being engag- 
ed in other pursuitii are unable to afford protection, mainte- 
nance and the like ; for had it referred to divided property, 
it would have been contrary to the doctrine propounded by 
Mauu and others. 

The oriental commentators, however, putting an in- 
terpretation which appears on the face of the text (of Ka- 
t3’a3'ana) say that the wife has no power of making gift, 
mortgage, or the like (disposition) of her husband’s pro- 
perty, in the following passage : — “ * Abiding with lior 
venerable protector,’ i. e., with her father-in-law or the 
like (kinsman of her husband), let her only enjoy her hus- 
band’s estate during her life ; but lot her not, according 
to her pleasure, deal with it as with striil/ian by making a 
gift, mortgage, sale, or the like : after her, lot the heirs, 
< 7 ., the daughters and others who would be entitled to his 
property (in default of the wife), take the estate, but not the 
kinsmen ; since they being inferior to the daughter &c., 
ought not to exclude these : for the wddow debars them 
(the daughter &c. from succession), and the absence of the 
obstacle (in the shape of the w’idow) is equal either in the 
case of the destruction, or in the case of utter absence, 
of her right ; they (the daughters &c.) therefore cannot 
reasonably be excluded. Nor can it be said that “ let the 
heirs” to strhlhan “ take,” for then there would be tauto- 
log3’’, inasmuch as Kat3'kyana himself has declared in other 
texts the heirs to airidhan. Hence those persons who, in 
the tfixt, — “ The wife and the daughters also &c.” — are in 
the absence of the preceding ones, exhibited as next heirs 
to the property of a soidess deceased })ersou [who was se- 
parated and not re-united] shall, in like manner as they 
would have succeeded in case ot the utter absence of tho' 
w'ite’s succession, succeed to the residue of the estate 
after her enjoyment, upon the demise of tho wife in whom 
the succession had vested. At that time the succession of 
the daughters &c. is proper, since the3’^ confer greater spiri- 
tual benefits than others. The following passage of the 
Mahabhkrata in the chapter on tho Religious merit of Gifts, 
is also in support of the above view, — ‘ It is ordained that 
the property of the husband when devolving on wives has 
enjo3’^mont (upabltogaj for its use : lot not women on 003’- ac- 
count make a waste of her husband’s property.’ — ^Einjoyment 
again should not bo by wearing delicate apparel and similar 
18 
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luxuries ; but since a widow may benefit her husband by the 
preservation of her person, the enjoyment of property suf- 
ficient for that purpose is authorized. Thus in the text, — 

‘ With funeral repast and pious liberality &c.’ — Y rihaspati 
intends by the term paternal uncle, any sapinda of her 
husband ; by the term daughter’s son, the progeny of her 
husband’s daughter ; by the term sister’s son, the husband’s 
sister’s son ; and by the term maternal uncle, her husband’s 
mother’s family : to these alone, let her give presents in 
proportion to the wealth, at her husband’s funeral rites, 
and not to the family of her own father. With their con- 
sent, however, she may give to them also. Accordingly 
Narada says, — “ When the husband is dead, his kin are 
the guardians of his sonless widow. In the disposal of 
property, and care of herself, as well as in her mainte- 
nance, they have full power. But if the husband’s family 
he extinct or contain no male, or be helpless, the kin of her 
own father are the guardians of the widow, if there he no 
relations of her husband within the degree of a sapinda” 
On this it is to be said. Is it, that even when a gift 
or the like disposition of her husband’s property is made 
by the widow, — this is per se invalid ? This, however, 
is not reasonable, since her succession to the entire estate of 
her husband being declared in the texts of Manu and other 
sages, her proprietory right arises thereto ; hence it would 
bo contradictory to say that gifts &c. (made by her) are 
per se invalid. Accordingly Jimfitavahana himself, hav- 
ing cited the following texts prohibiting gift and thb like 
disposal of immoveable property, namely, — “ But neither 
the father nor the grandfather is so, of the whole immove- 
able property,” — “ Separated or unseparated kinsmen ore 
equal in respect of immoveables &c.”— -and — “ Immoveables 
and bipeds, although acquired by a man himself &c.”— con- 
cludes that these texts are intended to show that moral 
guilt is incurred by a man of evil disposition, who makes 
gift and the like merely for the purpose of putting the 
family to distress ; but they do not establish the invalidity 
of gifts and the like in themselves ; for it would be unrea- 
sonable to say that they do so, because the proprietory 
right which is defined to be the power of disposal accord- 
ing to pleasure, — ^in the immoveable property is hot dia- 
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tinct from what it is in other objects, and because a fact 
cannot be altered even b^ a hundred texts. Hence in the 
manner mentioned by him, let, in this instance too, moral 
offence, by reason of the violation of the prohibition, bo 
incurred by a widow who out of evil disposition makes 
gifts &c. of her husband’s estate, solely for the purpose of 
putting the kinsmen (of her husband) to distrosi^. And 
certainly a moral offence too is not committed by one wlio 
makes gifts for religious purposes, or who sells or inort* 
gages for the purpose of her own maintenance. Nor can 
it be said that from the restriction expressed by the term, 
“ only enjoy,” as well as from the declaration — “ After her 
let the heirs take,” — what alone can follow is her incom- 
petency to make gifts &c. as in the case of joint property. 
Because this (». e. the separate property) which is the sub- 
ject of exclusive right is different from joint property which 
is the subject of common right. Nor can it be asserted that 
inasmuch as the enjoyment by the widow (of her hus- 
band’s estate), which follows (from the assertion of her 
heirship,) cannot be taken to be intended to bo declared 
(in the text of Kktyayana), therefore the text is solely for 
the purpose of prohibiting gifts &c., and accordingly her 
want of right to make gifts &c. inevitably follows. Be- 
cause, (you say) a fact cannot be altered, hence it cannot 
but be admitted for the sake of the consistency of that 
rule, that the text is intended to prohibit the waste of the 
property by useless gifts &c. Otherwise if her right (to 
make gifts &c.) be not admitted, then there would be an 
ii-reconcilcable conflict (of the text of Katyayana) with tho 
texts enjoining gifts, namely, — “ ... engaged in the con- 
trol of passions and in making gifts and — “ ... with 

funeral repast and pious liberality lot her honor &c.” As 
for what is said, namely, that let the heirs, i. e., the daugh- 
ters &c. who are declared in the text, — “ The wife and 
the daughters also &c.” — to be entitled to the estate in 
default of the wife, take, since the default of the wife who 
forms the obstacle (to the succession of the daughters &c.) 
is er)ual, as in tho utter absence, so in the destruction, of 
her right : — that is only plausible. Again, as there would 
be tautology if the term ** heirs” bo interpreted to signify 
the heirs to ttridhan by reason of their being meationed iu 



140 


VIBAMITRODATA. 


[C1>ap. HI. Pt. I. 


another text, dirailarly there would be the same defect of 
tautology (in the interpretation put by you), for the heirs 
of the husband also are mentioned by Kdtyhyana in a 
separate text. 

But in fact when a person in whom right vested dies, 
it is proper that his property should be inherited by his 
near relations ; hence, as the words wife and the like are 
relative terms, what have the daughters and the like of 
the former proprietor to do, when right to the husband’s 
estate had vc.stcd in the wife ? Hence, although the ab^ 
senco of tho preceding one, the previous absence (of somc- 
tliing that subsequently comes into existence) the destruc* 
tion (or the future absence of some thing previously exist- 
ing), the utter absence (or the absence without relation to 
any particular time), tho relative absence of the obstacle, 
and the reciprocal aWnce (or tho negation of identity) are 
similar (all these being of the same category, namely, nega- 
tion), still when the owner of any property is dead, then 
if he leave no male issue, his property is inherited by his 
relations, such as his wife &c. : this is what the text (of 
Ydjnavalkya, § 1) means. Otherwise there would be great 
confusion, since if the daughters and the rest having suc- 
ceeded to the property of their father &c. die, then in su- 
percession of their children, the father &c. of the father 
who was the previous owner, would take the property. 
Hence when tho wife after having succeeded to the pro- 
perty of her husband dies, the residue of the property af- 
ter her enjoyment would have devolved on (her heirs such 
as) the daughters and the like, by reason of texts like the 
following, — “ And the daughters, the residue of the mo- 
ther’s property after liquidating her debts &c.” : — but it is 
prevented by the passage, — “ After her let the heirs take.” 
And tho construction of the text (of Kktykyana) is arrived at 
thus: on perusing ‘Met the heirs take,’’ the question occurs, 
whose heirs ? and the word “ of the husband” connected with 
the word “bed” suggests itself and is construed with 
“ heirs accordingly the signification of the text is as fol- 
lows, — “ After her let the husband’s heirs or d&ydd<uf \ i. a., 
those that are entitled to take his undivided property, 
“ take” also what remains of the estate of a separated brother 
after the enjoyment thereof by his wife ; and not the heirs to 
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the estate of the wife, such as daughters and the like. Thus 
the last part (of Kktyayana’s text) expressing a meaning 
which is not expressed anywhere else, becomes significant : 
but according to the other view, this part would become 
useless, inasmuch as it would merely repeat what is de- 
clared in other texts. 

Therefore, it is established that in making gifts for 
spiritual purpose as well as in making sale or mortgage 
for the purpose of performing what is necessary in a spiri- 
tual or temporal point of view, the widow’s rignt does cer- 
tainly extend to the entire estate of her husband ; the re- 
striction, however, is intended to prohibit gifts to players, 
dancers and the like, as well as sale or mortgage without 
necessity. Accordingly the term “ being moderate” is in- 
serted ; the meaning is, that on obtaining the property she 
shall not uselessly spend the property. The passage in 
the Mah^bhdrata on the religious merit of gifts, however, 
strongly supports our view, for it begins thus ; “ It is or- 
dained that the property of the husband when devolving on 
wives has enjoyment for its use.” Here enjoyment (upa,- 
hliogaj signifies enjoyment allied to religious duty, not 
however vicious enjoyment ; “ ordained,” i. e., declared by 
Manu and others. In the latter half (of the passage) the 
very same thing is expressed, namely, women shall not 
waste”, i. e., uselessly expend the propertjr of their husband ; 
by the phrase “on any account” it is intimated, that waste 
is under all circumstances reprehensible ; apahira (waste) 
is theft, — making useless gifts to dancers, players, and the 
like, and the wearing of delicate apparel &c., the tasting of 
rich food &c. and the like, also being improper for a widow 
who is enjoined to restrain her passions, are equal to theft : 
thus the term apahdra (waste) is used in a secondary sense. 
But gifts and the like for religious purposes are not so, and 
consequently cannot be included under the term apahira 
or waste. Therefore everything is consistent 

4. There are also many other passages of law, esta- 
blishing the preferable right of the wife to succeed to the 
estate of her sonless husband who was separated but not 
^united. Thus Vrihaspati says, — “ In the Vedas and 
in tlie Smritis as well as in popular practice, a wife is de- 
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oinred by the wise to be half the body of her husband 
equally sharing the fruit of pure as well as impure acts. 
Of him, whose wife is not deceased, half the body sur- 
vives. Why then should another get his property, while 
half his person is alivo ? Let the wife of a sonless de- 
ceased man take his share notwithstanding kinsmen, the 
father, the mother, or the uterine brother be present.” 

Yogisvara also by declaring the right of every succeed- 
ing one to accrue in default of the preceding one, ordains 
the wife’s succession in preference to all others. 

Also Vishnu says,— The wealth of a sonless man 
goes to his wife ; on failure of her it devolves on daugh- 
ters ; if there bo none, it belongs to the father ; if ho bo 
dead, it goes to the mutlicr ; on failure of her, it goes 
to the brothers ; on their default, it goes to the brother’s 
sons ; if none exist, it passes to a kinsman fbawVwJ ; on 
their default, it devolves on a distant kinsman fsahuhja) ; 
on failure of those, it comes to the fellow-student ; and 
for want of all tlioso heirs tlie property goes to the king, 
exceiiting the wealth of a Bralunana.” — Ilere the term 
bandhu (kinsman) signiiics a sapimla, and the term mhUya 
(distant kinsman) means a sagotra or one descended from 
a common ancestor in the male lino (other than a mjfhidaj : 
if by the term bandhu the cognates of the father and the 
like were comprised, then there would bo a conflict with 
the order mentioned by Yogisvara. 

Also Kdtyayana says, — “ The wife is entitled to the 
estate of the husband, provided she is not unchaste ; but 
on her default, a daughter, if she be then unmarried.” 

There is also another passage of law, — “ Now of a 
sonless person, the wife born in a (good) family, or also 
the daughters, in their default the father, the mother, the 
brother and (his) sons are pronounced (to be heirs).” 

In these texts it is established that the wife is first of 
all entitled to the estate left by the husband. 

5. There are texts again, which are in conflict with 
the above texts. Thus Nkrada declares the succession of 
the brothers in spite of the wife, and the maintenance of 
his wife, as in the text, — Among brothers if any one die 
without issue or enter a religious order, let the rest (of the 
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brothers) divide his wealth, excepting the wife’s separate 
property. Let them allow a maintenance to his wives 
Citria&mJ until the end of their lives, provided they pre- 
serve unsullied the bed of their husband ; but if they be- 
have otherwise, the brothers may resume her allowance.” 

Also Mann declares that the father or a brother is 
entitled to succeed to the property of a sonlcss person, not 
the wife, as in the text, — “ Lot the father or the brothers 
take the estate of a sonlcss person.” 

The following passage of law asserts that the mother 
or the paternal grandmother is entitled to succeed to tlie 
estate of a sonless person, — “ Let the mother take the es- 
tate of her childless son ; and if the mother too bo dead, 
let the father’s mother take the property.” 

Also Sankha, Likhita, Paitldnasi and Yama declare 
the succession of tlie wife in default of the brothers and the 
parents, as in the text, — “ The wealth of a sonlcss person, 
who departs for heaven, goes to the brothers ; if there bo 
none, lot the parents take, or let the senior wife take.” 

The wife wlio is, by Yogisvara, placed first to the ex- 
clusion of others, is declared also by Devala, to be entitled 
to succeed on failure of the brothers and the like, as in the 
text, — “ Next let brothers of the whole blood divide the 
estate of a sonless person, or daughters also equal (in class) ; 
or let the father if ho survive, or (half) brothers of the 
same class, or the mother, or the wife inherit in their 
order.” — Here by the term “ brothers”, half brothers are 
meant, since whole brothers are separately enumerated. 

Also in the following text, the wife is not even enu- 
merated by Katyayana, though father and others are men- 
tioned as heirs, — “ When a man who is separated, dies, 
then in default of sons let the father, or the brother, or tlie 
mother, or the father’s mother in their order take the 
estate.” 


6. Of these texts, conflicting with each other, Dha- 
resvara makes tho following reconciliation : — If the wife 
of a sonless brother who was separated but not re-united, 
accepts the appointment to raise issue, then and then only 
she obtains the estate of the husband ; but if she be not 
solicitous of the appointment, then sho gets mere main, 
tenance like the wife of one who was unseparated or re-uni- 
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ted : for it is through appointment 'alone, that the right oi 
the wife of a sonless person accrues to the estate of her hus* 
band. Nor (can it be said) on what principle is this con* 
elusion based ? Because the wife’s right of inheritance is 
shewn in many passages of law to arise through children 
alone. Accordingly Gautama says, — “ Let kinsmen allied 
by the pinda or funeral oblation, by gotra or family name, 
and by descent from the same patriarch share the heri- 
tage ; or the wife of the childless person, or she (may) seek 
to raise up offspring.” — Let kinsmen allied by funeral 
oblation, by family name, and by descent from the same 
patriarch, take the heritage of a childless man ; or lot his 
wife take the heritage, if she -seek to raise up issue to him : 
the particle ‘ or’ conveys the meaning of ‘ if ; otherwise, 
the sense of alternative would be unreasonable, since there 
is no similarity between taking of the heritage and seeking 
to raise up issue. Likewise, also Manu declares that the 
wife’s succession to the divided property is in right of tlio 
progeny, as in the text — “ He who protects the estate and 
the wife of a deceased brother, shall after generating a son 
to the brother, make over his estate to him.” So likewise, 
even if partition has not taken place, Manu intimates that 
the right of inheritance arises through the offspring, thus, 
— “ If a younger brother begets a son on the wife of an 
elder brotW, then the distribution in such a case shall be 
equal ; this is the settled law.” Therefore by the prin- 
ciple of co-existence and the absence of separate existence, 
it is established that the wife’s right of inheritance is in 
right of progeny and not otherwise. Vasishtha also, in 
the text, — “ An appointment shall not be accepted through 
covetousness for the heritage” — forbids an appointment to 
raise up issue to the husband if sought from covetousness, 
and thereby clearly intimates that the widow is entitled to 
the succession if she consents to the appointment and not 
otherwise. Accordingly it follows that the text of Narada, 
namely, — “ If any one of the brothers die &c.,” — and 
similar texts refer to a widow who is unwilling to be ap- 
pointed. Likewise in the text, namely, — ** Their childless 
wives, conducting themselves aright, must be supported ; 
but such as are unchaste should be expelled, and so indeed 
should be thoso ^hat are perverse” — ^Yogisvara also, by 
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ordaining maintenance for the wives of the blind and the 
like who are destitute of sons, and thus intimating the 
superiority of the son’s right to the wealth, indicates, bj 
the parity of reason, that the wife’s right of succession is 
in right of the progeny alone. The following passage of 
law, namely,. — “ Property has come into existence for the 
purpose of sacrifices ; therefore those, who are incompe* 
tent to perfor.m these, are not (entitled to inheritance, but 
are entitled to food and raiment” — by declaring tiie exclu- 
sion from inheritance, of sons &c. though males who are 
incapable of performing sacrifices, does a fortiori oppose 
the right of succession of widows who are incapable of 
performing sacrifices. So also another text of law, name- 
ly, — “ Property is ordained for sacrifices ; therefore it 
should be given to virtuous persons, and not to women, to 
the ignorant or to tho’ vicious” — ^{irohibiting even the gift 
of property to women and others, greatly depreciates the 
taking, directly by the widow, of tho entire estate. 

7. This view is not endorsed by Vyndnesvara 
and others ; because in texts like — “ The wife and the 
daughters also &c.,” — there is no express mention of ap- 
pointment, nor is it suggested by the context. Moreover, 
what is the cause of the widow’s right to the heritage ? Is 
it the appointment or the progeny sprang therefromi ? If 
it be tho first, then the heritage would belong to the 
widow who accepts the appointment although no son be 
bom, and (even if a son bo born) it would not belong to'^ 
the son begotten through tho appointment, for (agreeably 
to this alternative) right to the husband’s estate arises 
from the appointment alone. If it be tho second, then the^ 
enumeration of the wife (as an heir in tho texts) would be 
useless, since the children’s right to the heritage is esta- 
blished by other texts. Again, if the argument be that 
women may have right to property through their husband 
alone, and not in any other way, therefore so long as the 
husband is alive, they have it through him ; but in order 
to show that when tho husband is dead they may have it 
through the progeny, * the wife’ is so enumerated, which 
refers to a wife willing to accept the appointment. Then 
it is not a sound one ; because it is shown by texts which 
19 
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will bo cited hereafter, such as, — “ What was given before 
the nuptial fire, what was presented in the bridal proces- 
sion &c.” — that they may have right to property in other 
ways also. If it be said that it is only in the twofold 
way that her right to tlie husband’s property arises. In 
that case, the text dealing wdth the estate of a sonlcss 
person ought not to commence with “ the wife because 
while the husband is alive, her right to his property is 
established by the text of Gautama, namely, — “ Union (of 
the husband and the wife) arises indeed from the • joinirig 
of hands (i. e. marriage) and because, to say that when 
he is dead the right to his property arises by reason of 
appointment, is to affirm it only of the wife’s son, but that 
also has previously been declared. 

Again the text of Gautama, namely, — “ Or she (may) 
seek to raise up offspring” — has been interpreted to mean, 

* if she seek to raise up issue,’ and has been set forth as 
an authority in support of the position that the wife of a 
sonless person may have the right of succession through 
appointment alone But that is not reasonable. Be- 
cause • the sense of ‘ if is not conveyed by ‘ or’ that 
marks an alternative. Nor can it bo argued that, when 
it becomes unreasonable to say that ‘ or’ marks an alter- 
native by reason of the dissimilarity in meaning between 
the succession to tho estate and the desire for appoint- 
ment, then inasmuch as Indeclinable words convey vari- 
ous meanings, the particle ‘ or’ may certainly be taken 
to convey the meaning of ‘ if,’ which renders the construc- 
tion of the latter part with tho first part (of the text of 
Gautama) reasonable. Because it is certainly reasonable 
to say that ‘ or* marks an alternative, since it may refer 
to another duty suggested by the context, thus — ‘ or she 
may seek to raise issue or restrain her p'assions.’ Accord- 
ingly the succession to the husband’s estate, independently 
of the appointment, becomes affirmed by also tho text of 
Gautama. Moreover, since the appointment of a widow 
is prohibited ; and since by texts of Manu and others, 
such as — Tho sonless wife preserving unsullied the bed 
of her husband &c.” — it is established that a widow is 
' entitled to tho estate, provided she remain chaste ; and 
since by the text, — such as are unchaste should be ex- 
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pelled”— even maintenance itself is disallowed to those 
that fail to continue in the path of duty ; therefore the 
right (of unchaste widows) to tho entire estate of the hus- 
band is certainly unreasonable. 

As for tho argument, namely, that from the texts of 
Manu and others, such as — “ Ho who protects the estate 
and the wife &c.” — “ If a younger brotlior begets a son 
on tho wife of an elder brother &c.”— and— “ An appoint- 
ment shall not be accepted through covetousness” — it ap- 
pears, by reason of co-existence and the absence of sepa- 
rate existence, that the widow’s right to tho estate of her 
husband whether separated or unseparated arises tlirough 
progeny alone ; — that is only plausible, tho language of 
the texts does not convey tho meaning deduced : tho in- 
tention of tho texts being that when the husband who is 
unseparated or re-united dies, then lier right to his estate 
arises through progeny alone, and that tho appointment 
should not be accepted from covetousness. Accordingly, 
N6rada having declared, — “ The sages hold that amongst 
the re-united bretliren however, that share (which would 
go to tho husband on partition) she is not entitled to” — 
establishes more maintenance of Ins childless wives. Nor 
can it be argued that if the text of Nfirada, namely, — 
“ Among brothers if any one die without issue &c.” (§ 5) 
— be thus taken to bo relative to tho estate of a person 
unseparated or re-united, then there would bo tautology, 
for tho same thing is expressed in the above text, vis , — 
“ Tho sages hold that among unseparated brethren &c.” 
Because in tho first text arc laid down tho impartibility 
of woman’s separate property, afid their maintenance which 
are not ordained in any other text, and tho subject is 
introduced by that part of the text (which conveys the 
same meaning as the other text). As for the text of 
Yogisvara, namely, — “ Their childless widows conducting 
themselves aright &c. ;” — that, however, will be siiewn 
ill tho chapter dealing with those that are excluded m)m 
inheritance, to refer to the wives of the impotent and tho 
like, since the pronoun ‘ their’ relates to those mentioned 
in the previous text. 

As also for the argument that the property of a twice- 
born has for its object the performance of sacrifices, and 
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that consequently it is improper that tho property should 
be taken by a widow who is incompetent to perform 
sacrifices; — that too is unreasonable, because the term 
* sacrifice’ is illustrative, it includes gifts &c., and theso the 
widow also is competent to make ; for if the term were 
taken in its literal acceptance, then tho property could 
not be used for gifts, burnt-offering and tho like pur|)08os 
other than sacrifices. But in reality the pcribrmance of 
religious rites is not tho solo end of property ; for in tho 
text, — “ Neglect not religious duty, wealth and pleasure 
according to ability,” — ^likewise in tho text, — “ Let not 
morning, noon or evening bo fruitless as regards religion, 
wealth and pleasure,” — it is laid down that the pursuit of 
wealth and pleasure, that maybe made by means of wealth, 
is necessary. Had wealth been designed solely for sacri. 
ficial purposes, then tho wearing of gold (inculcated by 
the Vedas) would have had the sacrificial use for its object 
by reason of its intimate relation with sacrifices (as sup- 
posed) ; but this would be contrary to what is concluded (in 
the Mimansk) m., that it is intended for secular purposes. 
By reason of such texts as, — “ A woman is not entitled to 
independence” — let there bo only dependence of a woman, 
but there can bo no objection whatever to her succession to 
the estate. And the text — “ Property has come into ex- 
istence for the purpo.se of sacrifices &c.,” — however, is 
laudatory of the application of property to tho perform- 
ance of sacrifices. Accordingly the latter part (of tho 
other text) is — to virtuous persons and not to women, to 
the ignorant or to the vicious.” The author of the Mi- 
tdkshard, however, says that these texts intend that the 
property which was acquired by tho father for the purpose 
of perfoiming a sacrifice, must, even by his sons or other 
heirs, be appropriated to that use alone and not to any 
other ; for the following passage declaring it to bo an 
offence (to act otherwise), is equally applicable to sons 
as well as to other heirs : — “ He, who having received 
articles for sacrifice, disposes not of them for that purpose, 
shall become a kite or a crow.” 

8 . Srikara and others, however, say that the con- 
flicting texts relate to distinct cases : if the husband’s 



Sec. 8.] PABirnOK OF HERITAGE. 149 

estate is only sufficient for the maintenance of the wife, 
she takes the whole of it ; but if there be a surplus, tho 
brothers and the like take : to the very same effect is the 
text, — “ and take the entire share for maintenance must 
be allowed. And they assign tho following reason for 
that conclusion, vis.^ that by this all the texts become 
reconciled. 

This is not consistent with reason. Because the 
term ‘ estate’ which is mentioned but once (in the texts) 
is to be interpreted, when construing it with ‘ the wife,’ 
to mean so much property as is sufficient for mainte* 
nance ; and when construing it with ‘ the brothers’ or the 
like, to mean tho unqualified estate : and this variableness 
in the meaning is not reasonable if uniformity is possible. 
And because the term * entire’ in Manu’s text would be 
meaningless. Besides it is very unreasonable to say 
that, when there is no son, tho wife gets no more than 
maintenance ; for, on partition being made, whether during 
tlie lifetime of tho husband or after his doiith, even when 
there are legitimate sons, tho allotment to the wife of a 
share equal to theirs is ordained in the following texts, 
namely, — “ If ho makes tho allotments equal, his 
wives shall bo made equal sharers,’’ — and — “ Tho mother 
also, of those effecting partition after tho demise of tho 
father, shall got an equal share.” Nor can it bo argued 
that in these texts too, the term ‘ share’ is intended to 
indicate no more than what is sufficient for maintenance. 
Because in that case the terms * equal ’ and ‘ share’ would 
become meaningless. And because, if it be held that 
what is sufficient for maintenance, is only intended, then 
in the latter part also (of tho text), namely, — “ If any 
have been assigned, let him allot tho half,” — the meaning 
of the term ‘ half’ would liavo to bo altogether rejected. To 
say that what is intended is, that when the property is 
small a share equal to tliat of a son (should be given to her), 
and when the pro;perty is large, so much only as is sufficient 
for maintenance, is extremely unreasonable by reason of the 
variableness in the precept. Since the very same term 
* equal share’ would, having regard to some other text, 
signify, on one occasion when the estate is considerable, 
property sufficient for maintenance only ; and on another 
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occasion when the estate is small, its literal meaning: 
hence in the same precept the meaning of the sentence 
being different, tliere would be different sentences (couched 
in the same words) : — ^and this is unreasonable. There 
would also be the error of admitting the simultaneous 
exercise of the twofold power of words, namely, that of 
conv^ing a literal and a metaphorical meaning. 

Just as in the topic (in the Mimansa) of the Chh- 
turmasya (t. e., a sacrifice which takes four months for its 
completion, and which consists of four distinct sacrifices 
called the Vaisvadova, the Yarunapraghasa, the Sakamedha 
and the Sunasirya ; with regard to which there is the 
following text of Sruti, — “ Here they construct the holy 
fire-place, not in the Vaisvadeva nor m the Sunasirya : for 
the Yarunapraghasa and the Sakamedha are the principal 
ones of tlie sacrifice, as in those two they establish the 
sacred fire,”) the adversary says that the injunction regard- 
ing the establisliment of the holy fire (ordained for the 
sacrifice called Darsapaumamfisiya, wliereof tlie Chatur- 
masya is a modification) is applicable also to the Chh- 
turmdsya, as indicated by the text, — “ as in these two 
they establish the holy fire,” — and this, ho assigns, to bo 
the reason for the prohibition of the construction of tho 
sacred fire-place, as contained in tho text, — “ not in tho 
Yais’mdeva nor in tho Sunasirya,” — for otherwise the pro- 
hibition of what cannot take place would be unreason- 
able : thereupon it is argued on tho opposite side that this 
is not the prohibition of the construction of the holy fire- 
place which is rendered applicable to tho Chaturmfisya 
sacrifice by reason of tho extension of the injunction to 
that effect, declared with regard to the Darsapaurna- 
masiya ; but this is the prohibition of the construction of 
the holy fire-place, as enjoined in the text in this topic, 
viz ,, — “ Here they construct the holy fire-place” : where- 
upon the adversary finds fault with the above opinion on 
the ground of variableness in tho precept, for the text in 
the topic, taken together with the prohibition (in that 
very text) renders the construction of the holy fire-place 
optional, in the first and the last sacrifices, but it does 
independently of any other precept, render the construc- 
tion of the holy fire-place obligatory in the two inter- 
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mediato sacrifices: for fear of this variableness in the 
precept it is established in the conclusion that the precept, 
— “ not in the Vaisvadeva &c.” — is absolutely a super- 
fluous precept, for prohibition is unreasonable, of what 
cannot take place in the first and the last sacrifices ; but 
the precept — “ Hero they construct tho holy fire-place,” — 
together with the laudatory precept — “ in these two they 
establish the holy fire” — enjoins tho construction of the 
sacred fire-place in tho two intermediate sacrifices, namely, 
Varunaspraghhsa and Sakaniedha ; but this is not in con- 
sequence of tho extension to this sacrifice of an injunction 
declared with respect to the Darsapaurnam&siya sacrifice. 

9. On this some one says : — It is declared that the bro- 
thers shall take the estate of a sonloss person, and that they 
shall give to his wives property sufficciit for their mainte- 
nance, as in tho text, — “ and shall allow maintenance to 
his wives till the end of their lives :” but when tho estate 
is not more than what . is sufficient for maintenance, or 
even less than that, then the question occurs whether in 
such a case tho brothers shall take tho estate or tho wife ? 
And the text, — “ Tho wife and tho daughters also &c.” — 
by showing the priority of tho wife’s I’ight, indicates that 
in such a case, tho wife alone shall take tho estate. . 

This too is wrong; since in this view too, there would 
bo the very same variableness in the precept as has previ- 
ously been mentioned ; for tho phrase “ shall take tho 
estate,” taken together with other texts in case tho estate 
is small, would signify when construed with “ the wfifo,” 
shall take so much property as is sufficient for mainte- 
nance ; but when construed with “ the parents &c.,” shall 
take the entire estate. 

10. If you ask, how then is tho conflict to be recon- 
ciled ? Listen : — Since there is no indication of order (of 
succession) in the texts such as, — “ Tlie father or the bro- 
thers shall take &c.” — therefore these texts are intended 
only to enumerate the heirs to the estate of a sonless 
person : but tho text of Yogfsvara which lays down, — “ In 
the absence of the preceding one, every succeeding one is 
heir to the estate”-~'is relative to the order of succession : 
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therefore althoup^h in the other texts there is no mention 
of the wife and tho rest in a settled order, still there being 
lio conflict in meaning (between these two sets of texts^, 
the father and the rest become heirs to the estate of a son* 
less person in default of tho wife and the like. 

The succession, however, of a wife tliat is suspected 
of adultery, is forbidden by Ilurita, — “ If a woman becom- 
ing widow in her youth bo headstrong, a maintenance 
must in that case be allowed to her for tho support of life.” 
From this very text it appears that the widow who is not 
suspected of unchastity, is entitled to take the entire estate 
of the husband. Accordingly it is said in tho text of 
Sankha, — “ or the senior wife ‘ senior’ means praisewor* 
thy for good qualities, but not the eldest in age. Manu 
also declares seniority in tho order of the classes, — “ When 
regenerate men espouse wives of the same class as well as 
of a different class, tho seniority, honor and habitation of 
those wives must be settled according to tho order of the 
classes.” Hence a wife of the same class, although young- 
est in age and in respect of the date of marriage, is senior 
to one of a different class ; also among those of the same 
class, the senior is one possessed of good qualities. Ac- 
cordingly Manu says, — “ To all such married men, the 
wives of the same class, and not the wives of a different 
class on any account, shall perform the duty of personal 
attendance, and the daily business relating to acts of reli- 
gion : for he who foolishly causes those duties to be per- 
formed by any other than his wife of the same class when 
she is near at hand, has been immemorially considered as 
a Chandald though by birth a Brdhmana.” Also Yogis- 
vara says, — “ Among wives of tho same class, one other 
than the eldest should not be employed in the perform- 
ance of religious duties.” Also, a wife of the same class 
is indicated by the term patni itself, which signifies union 
through a sacrifice. But in the absence of a wife of the 
same class, a wife belonging to the class next in order, 
(may be employed in the performance of such duties): 
accordingly Vishnu says, — “ If there be no wife belonging 
to the same class, then under the exceptional circumstance, 
a wife belonging to the class next in order (may be 
empbyed) ; but never (should) a r^nerate man (perform) 
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religious duties, with a wife of the S6dra class — the term, 
“ should perform” occurring in the previous text is to be 
construed with this text. Hence in default of a Brah- 
maiii wife, a Kshatriya wife may be the companion of 
a Brahmana under that unavoidable circumstance ; but 
neither a Vaisya nor a Sddra woman though espoused : a 
Vaisya wife alone may become tlie associate of the Ksha. 
triya husband in default of a Kshatriya wife : a Vaisya 
may not have a Sddra wife (for his companion in the per- 
formance of religious duties) but must have one of the 
same class ; for a Siidra wife is altogether excluded. 

Accordingly a who who is not suspected of unchastity, 
and who is of the superior class, shall tako the husband’s 
estate, and maintain her co-wives of the inferior classes. 
But the wives of the same class with the husband shall ' 
tako the estate dividing it amongst themselves. lie .co 
the singular number in the term ‘ wife’ is to bo taken to bo 
used with the intention of designating the class. 

Hence the chaste wife of a sonlcss deceased person 
who was separated and not re-united, is entitled to take 
the entire estate : but of a sonlcss person Avho was unsc- 
parated or re-'united, even the chaste wife is entitled to 
mere subsistence, by reason of the texts of Narada and 
others, such as, — “ If any one among brothers die without 
issue &c.” An unchaste widow, however, is not entitled 
even to maintenance, f*>r it is declared, — “ But if she be- 
have otherwise, they may resume the allowance.” 

As for the allowance of food and raiment even to thO' 
unchaste wives, as is dcclareii in the following text, name- 
ly, — “ Also let one act in the same manner towards even 
the fallen wives ; food and raiment, however, should bo 
allowed to them, if they reside in the vicinity of the 
dwelling house — that however is to be cxj)lained as re- 
ferring to the husband, consistently with what is ordained 
by Yogisvara after having premised the husband, as in the 
text, — “ Deprived of her position in the family, clad in 
dirty clothes, living upon morsels barely suiiicient for life, 
and humiliated, an unchaste wife shall bo made to lie 
down upon the bare earth.” This too is to continue till 
the penance be performed. The banishment by also tho 
husband, and the like mode of expiation fur those women 
20 



154 VIRAMITRODAYA. [Chap. III. Pt. I. 

flint do not out of porvorsencss perform the ponancoi will 
subsequently bo considered by us. 

Tlie text, namely, — “ The wife nnd the daughters also 
&c.” — is relativo to the estate of one who was separated 
and not rc-united ; for partition (of a joint family) 1ms pre- 
yiously been treated, and partition after re-union, has by 
way of an exception to all other cases, been subsequently 
dealt with, fby Yajnavalkya), consequently this is the 
only caso which remains to bo discussed. This is the 
opinion of most commentators, namely, Vijnhnosvara, 
Lakshmfdhara, the author of the Smritichandrika, Yisva- 
rupa, Mcdhatithi, the author of the Madanaratna, &c. 

11. The term ‘sonlcss’ used in the texts (on succes- 
sion) such as, — “ The wife and tho daughters also «&;e.” — 
indicates tho default of tho grandson and the great-grand- 
son also. 'I’ho succession of the wife is projjcr oidy in 
default of male issue down to tho great-grandson. For 
tho duty of the grand.sons too, to pay off tho debts is de- 
clared in tho text, — “ Tho debts ouglit to be liquidated by 
tho sons and grandsons ('pullra-jxmlh'ais) but if any one 
else were to take tho estate in spito of tho grandson,, then 
tho declaration of tho grandson’s liability to discharge tho 
debts would be unreasonable ; since by reason of the text, 

The heir to the estate of a person shall bo conij)cllcd 
to liquidate his debts,” — he alone who takes tho estate is 
declared liable to discharge tho debts. If it be argued 
that the grandson is included under tho term ‘ gentiles,’ and 
as such may take the estate : then, in that case, there 
would bo no uso for tlie special provision regarding tho 
grandson’s liability to discharge tho debts ; since it would 
follow from tho text alone, viz. — “ Tho heir to tho estate 
of a person shall bo compelled to liquidate his debts.” If 
it be said that tho grandsons are liable, in tho same way 
as sons, to liquidate the debts, although they do not 
get tho grandfather’s estate. Then a fortiori it follows that 
when j)roperty is loft by tlfo grandfather, the right of any 
other than the grandson ought not to take place. Tlie 
very same reason applies to tho great-grandson also. 
Hence it is that the compound term puttra-pauitrais (ren- 
dered above into, by tho sons and grandsons) bears tho 
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plural number : otlicrwiso the dual number wotild have 
been used, or it would have to be assumed that the plural 
number is used in order to denote individuals. Thus 
the meaning is this: — the term putfrn-jvwilra may bo 
taken to be a compound of puUra and pauttra and pnltra'a 
pnulfra ; and the plural number is accounted for by taking 
the term piillm-paullmis to bo the result of the uni-rcsidual 
conjunctivo compound of two similar terms, namely, put- 
tra-paidlmu (bearing a dual number and signifying the 
sons and the grandsons) and puf/ra-poiiflra (bearing a sin- 
gular number and signifying tlie groat-graiulson) ; that is 
to say, by the sons, grandsons and great-grandsons : or the 
term grandson may include the great-grandson. Accord- 
ingly the different sorts of provisions for the liquidation of 
the debts by the grcat-grand.son8 as distinguished from the 
same by the grandsons, and by the grandsons as distin- 
guished from the same by the sons, — become consistent 
with reason. Otherwise there would arise the objection of 
assuming a peculiar provision so far as regards the great- 
grandsons. 

Again, it is clear that the three dc.scendants equally 
confer spiritual benclit by offering oblations in the paroa 
occasions. Accordingly Mann says, — “ To three (ances- 
tors) must libations of water bo given ; for throe, is the 
funeral oblation of food ordained : the fourth is the giver 
of these ; the fifth has no concern in them.” Also Bau- 
dhayana having premised son, grandson and great-grand- 
son, says, — “ The great-grandfather, the grandfather, the 
father, the man himself, the uterine brothers, the son be- 
gotten by a wife of the same class, the grandson and the 
great-grandson : these, partaking of undivided oblations, 
are called sapindaa. Those who partake of divided oblations 
are called sakult/as. When there is male issue of the body, 
the estate must go to him.” — The meaning of this text is 
as follows : — Since a person (when deceased) partakes of 
the oblations presented to the three paternal ancestors be- 
ginning with the father, by reason of tho union of obla- 
tions (effected through tlie ceremony culled mpmVihirav 'J ; 
and since the three descendants in tho male lino bogimiiug 
with the son present oblations to that person himself ; and 
since he, who while living offered oblations to an ancestor 
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in the male line, partakes when dead, of the oblations pre- 
sented to that ancestor, by reason of tlie union of obla- 
tions : thus the middlemost person who while living offered 
oblations to his ancestors, and when dead partakes of the 
oblations presented to thoni, becomes the object to whom 
oblations arc [ucsontod by others that are living, and par- 
takes witli theso latter while they are dead, of oblations 
j)re.scnted (to liim) l)y the daughter’s son and the like. 
'1’herci‘oro tliose to Avlmm that person oflers oblations, as 
well as those who partake of the oblations presented by 
him, as also those who present oblations to him, are, as 
partaking of undivided oblations consisting of the pinda, 
the sapindas of that person by reason of connection through 
the same pinda. To an ancestor who is fifth in ascent, the 
middlemost person who is fifth in descent, does not pre- 
sent oblations, nor docs he partake of oblations presented 
to that ancestor ; similarly tito fifth descendant does not 
confer oblations on the middlemost person, nor partakes of 
oblations presented to him. Consequently the three an- 
cestors beginning with the groat-great- grandfather and tho 
three descendants beginning with the great-great-grand- 
son, that is, the three beginning with tlio fifth on both 
sides, who partake of divided oblations, and are not con- 
nected through tho same pinda, are by the sago called 
sakuli/as, inasmuch as they are only connected through the 
kula or family. 

I'liis sapinda and sahdya relationship is declared with 
reference to succession, as it is mentioned in the chap- 
ter relating to that subject. But with reference to im- 
purity, marriage &c., those also that partake of the divi- 
ded oblations (f. e. the sakulyas) are considered as sapindas, 
by reason of the text, — ** The fburth and the other ances- 
tors who partake of tho lepa or divided oblations, and the 
father and the like to whom the pinda or oblation is offered 
(are sapindasj ; to these the seventh offers oblations, hence 
sapinda relationship extends to seven generations.” And 
the text, — “ The sapinda relationship, however, ceases in 
the seventh generation” — is to be explained consistently 
with the text of Yajnavalkya, namely, — “ After the fifth 
and the seventh from the mother and the father (respec- 
tively /’ — to mean that it remains in the seventh but ceases 
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in the eighth generation. Hence as in tlie case of the un- 
married females, the sapinda relationship extending over 
three generations, as is declared in the chapter on impuri- 
ty (occasioned by death &c), — is considered to bo with re- 
ference to that alone ; so it is to bo deemed that this sapm~ 
da relationship (extending to the fourth degree) is relative 
to succession alone. 

Katyayana, however, distinctly declares the succes- 
sion of the son, grandson and great-gi-andson, as in the 
text, — “ When a son dies unseparatod, his son who has not 
received maintenance from the grandfather, shall bo made 
participator of the heritage ; ho is to got, however, the 
paternal share from the uncle or uncle’s son : the very 
same share shall equitably belong to all tlio brothers : or 
his son also shall get : afterwards cessation (of succession) 
takes place.” But it is to bo borne in mind that tlio cessa- 
tion of the right of the great-great-grandson and the like 
who are further removed than the great-grandson, — as 
mentioned in this text, refers to them as sapindas ; for as 
mhilpas they are certainly entitled to succeed according 
to proximity. 

As for the text, namely, — “ If among uterine brothers, 
one becomes father of a son &c.” — that, liowevor, refers to 
the performance of a son’s duties such as the sr&ddha but not 
to the taking of heritage, and that lays down the restric- 
tion, namely, that when a brother’s son is available for 
taking in adoption none else should be made a subsidiary 
son : otherwise the mention of the brotlier’s son after the 
brother, in the text enumerating the heirs to the estate of 
a soilless person and laying down the order of succession, 
would become inconsistent. 

The three descendants beginning with the son confer 
the greatest amount of spiritual benefit on the three ances- 
tors beginning with the father, consequently the estate 
conducing as it does to the benefit of the owner himself 
when taken by the sons &c. continues, as it were, the 
owner’s own by reason of the proximity of benefit. And 
the nearness on account of the spiritual benefit is consistent 
with reason : dms it is ordained, — “As soon as the eldest 
son is born, a man becomes father of male issue and is 
liberated from the debt he owes to his ancestors; therefore 
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he (the eldest son) is entitled to get.” — Since, in the chaptw 
on Partition of Heritage, the conferring of spiritual benefit 
is tho lorm * therefore’ set out as the reason ; hence it is 
indicated that he alone is entitled to get the estate, on 
whom the estate being devolved conduces to tho greatest 
amount of spiritual benefit of the deceased owner, and that 
proximity in this way is to be accepted as a general rule 
and reasonable. 

< That the son and other descendants confer the greatest 
amount of spiritual benefit is set forth in many passages of 
the Sruti, the Smriti, and tlie Purdnas. On this subject 
tliere is the following Sruti : — In tho anecdote of Haris- 
chnndra in the Bahvrichabrahmana it is said that Narada 
being asked by Harischandra thus, — “ Explain to me, 0 
Narada ! what is attained by a son, for those that are 
learned as well as those that are not, are solicitous for 
sons,” — enlightened him by ten verses delineating the 
importance of a son : ho being asked in one verse answered 
in ten, thus, — “ If tho father sees the face of his living son 
after it is born, he transfers his debts to it and attains 
immortality &c.” Tho following jiassages of the Smriti 
are to tho same effect. Manu and Vishnu say, — “ Since 
a son delivers the father from the infernal region called 
jwf, therefore he is named the piit-tra (the deliverer from 
the put) by the self-existing himself.” Sankha and Likhi- 
ta say, — “ Seeing tho face of a son in his lifetime, the 
father becomes liberated from his debt to the ancestors, 
and becomes entitled to go to heaven by means of tho 
son born, after transferring that debt to him. The sacred 
fire, the three Vedas, and all the sacrifices with fees to the 
priests, are not equivalent even to a sixteenth part of the 
eldest son born.” Manu, Likhita, Vusishtha and Hdnta 
say, — “ By means of a son one attains the heavenly regions, 
by a gi'andson acquires immortality, and by a son’s grand- 
son attains the solar region.” Yajnavalkya declares, 
— As tho blissful regions and the heaven are attained by 
means of sons, grandsons and great-grandsons, therefore 
wives should be taken and guarded well.” In the Purknas, 
again, there are many anecdotes laudatory of the son <S;o. 

Hence it is established that it is only in default of 
male iiwac down to the great-grandson that the wife takes 
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the estate of the husband who was separated and not re- 
united. 

19. Jfindtavkhana maintains tliat tlie above recon-, 
ciliation is not tenable by reason of conflict with the text 
of Vrihaspati. Thus he says : — “ In the text, — ‘ When 
brothers who have been separated dwell together through 
afiection, then in the re-distribution among those there is 
no specific deduction for seniority : if any one of them 
dies or anyhow retires, his share is not extinguished but 
belongs to his brother ; if there be any sister, she is entitled 
to obtain a share of it : this is the law regarding the estate 
of a childless person who is destitute of the wife and the 
father: of the re-united, however, if any one acquires 
wealth by science, valour and the like ; two shares are to 
be allotted to him, and the rest are equal sharers’: — re-union 
is mentioned in the commencement as well as in the 
concluding portion ; therefore it must be admitted that the 
intermediate portion, namely, — ‘ his share is not extin- 
guished but belongs to his brother’ — refers to the case of 
re-union : also it is declared that, ‘ this is the law, regard- 
ing the estate of a childless person who is destitute of the 
wife and the father ;’ hence it appears that the right of the re- 
united uterine brother takes eftcct in default of son, daugh- 
ter, wife and father ; how then can a brother debar the 
wife ? Moreover the portion, namely, ‘ his share is not 
extinguished,’ becomes reasonable, if the brother was 
unseparated or re-united, as there might be an appre- 
hension of the extinction of his share by reason of the 
mixture ; but if the brother was separated and not re-united 
then his estate being separate, there cannot be any appre- 
hension of extinction : from this reason as also from indication 
it appears that the above text refers to a case of re-union. 

“ Moreover, is it by reason of any other clear text or 
by reason of any strong argument that the texts of Sankha 
and other sages, which indicate the right of the brothers 
to be preferable to that of the wife, are maintained to refer 
to the estate of one who was unseparated or re-united ? 
The first is not tenable, by reason of the absence of any 
clear special text. The text, however, which will be cited 
hereafter, namely — ‘ Of a re-united (co-heir), however, a 
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reunited (co heir)’ — lays down a special rule when the suc- 
cession opens to brothers ; it does not convey the contended 
meaning. The text of Vrihaspati, however, indicating as 
it does the succession of a re-unitod uterine brother in 
default of those beginning with the son and ending in the 
father, rather shows tliat the texts in question are relative 
to the estate of one who was not rc-united. Neither is the 
second tenable. For argument (if any) must be said to 
to be this : in a family joint or I’o-unitcd, whatever pro- 
perty belongs to one member belongs also to others ; 
therefore altlmugli the right therein of a deceased member 
is extinguished, the right of tho survivors subsists therein ; 
hence the devolution on them is reasonable, but not the 
supposition of any other heir. But this is not consistent 
with reason. For even when tho family is joint or re- 
united, the right of eacli member extends to a fractional 
portion though unascertained ; but neither an exclusive 
right of each nor a joint riglit of all tho members togetlier 
extends to tho entire property, as in that case there would 
be multiplicity in assuming many times the accrual and 
extinction of right. 

Moreover, from tho previously cited texts of Gautama 
and others, such as, — “ Union (of husband and wife) arises 
indeed from marriage,” — it appears that tho wife’s right to 
tlm property of the husband arises from marriage ; but 
there is no authority for assuming that that right ceases 
on the death of the husband if lie was unseparated or re- 
united, and that it docs not cease in other cases. Wiicn 
there are sons &c , then it is only on tho authority of the 
texts propounding their right that tl^o extinction of tho 
wife’s right is assumed. It cannot, however, bo con- 
tended, that in this case too, the extinction of the wife’s 
right is to be assumed by reason of the texts laying down 
tho right of a re-united or unsoparated brother. Because 
any text to that etfect is not met with ; and because it 
cannot bo ascertained by reason of the fallacy of mutual 
dependence ; for if it be established that the wife’s right is 
extinguished on the death of the husband who was I’e- 
united or unseparated, then the texts laying do^vn the 
right of the brother may be held to be relative to that case ; 
again if it be established that the texts laying down the 
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right of the brother is relative to that case, then the ex- 
tinction of the wife’s right may be assumed. Honce it is 
that in the texts of Yogfsvara, Vishnu and others, only the 
default of sons is mentioned, but not separation nor the 
absence of re-union. It cannot be argued that these are, 
b^ implication, enumerated, inasmuch as partition has pre- 
viously been mentioned and re-union has subsequently been 
treated of ; for if that were so, then the term ‘ sonless’ also 
need not be set out, since when the primary and tlic secon- 
dary sons have been separately mentioned to bo heirs, then 
also it may appear by implication that the text is relative 
to a different state of things. The term ‘ sonless’ may be- 
come significant by interpreting it to indicate the following 
restriction, namely, that these alone are, in this very order, 
heirs to a sonless person : and this interpretation is equally 
applicable to the other two cases (namely, jointness, or 
re-union). But it does by no means follow that the text 
is relative to the case of separation. It has already b^en 
said that the text regarding re-union is intended for laying 
down a special rule when the right of the brother takes 
effect, and not for excluding the wife and the like. 

“ Besides, if the texts of Sankha, Likhita, and others 
related to a brother who was joint or re-united, then what 
is the meaning of this, that the estate of such a sotiless 
person devolves on a brother of that description, a,hd in 
his default the parents shall take ? Then again the ques- 
tion arises, whether the parents who have been separated 
and not re-united, or who are joint or re-united shall take ? 
The first alternative is, not tenable ; for such parents are 
debarred by the wife, how then in default of brothers, can 
their right be signified in preference to the wife ? Neither 
is the second alternative tenable ; for the text would be 
useless, since no one disputes that the parents who are 
joint or re-united are entitled to take. Moreover, as in 
the case of the estate of one who was separated and not 
re-united with the father or the brothers, the father suc- 
ceeds in preference to the brothers, — by reason of his being 
the author of (the deceased son’s) existence, by reason of 
the declaration of identity (of father and son) as in the 
text, — ‘ A man himself indeed is born as the son, the son 
is the same as the father himself,’ by reason of the authority 
21 
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of llic fill her over tlio person and property of the son, l)y 
renson of the deceased son’s participation, tlirough the 
union of oldations oflfcctod by the ceremony of sapin- 
ilflraram, in the two oblations presented by the father to 
tlio grandfather iind the great-grandfather, and by reason 
of tlie inconipetcncy of the sons to present oblations in the 
pari'u occasions while the father is alive ; — so it is reason- 
able that he should succeed in other eases. Or there be- 
ing no distinction between jointness and re-union, the 
co-eiinal light (of the father and the brothers) is reason- 
able, but it is not reasonable to say that the father’s right 
takes eil’eet on failure of the brothers, 

“ Moreover, the adjectives ‘ unseparated’ and ‘ re- 
united’ cannot jiropeiiy be applied to (both) the parents, 
Jbr there cannot be partition with the mother, and so the 
adjective ‘unseparated’ (as applied to the mother) would 
be meaningless. Hence it follows that there can neither be 
re-union (with the mother), tor it must bo preceded by par- 
tition. Accordingly Vrihaspati says, — ‘ He who having 
been separated dwell together again through aftectiou with 
the father, brother or the paternal uncle is called re-uidtcd 
with him,’ Frmn this text it appears that the father, bro- 
ther and the paternal uncle who arc from their birth likely 
to be united as regards the property acquired by the 
father and the grandfather, they alone may become ro-uni- 
tod when having been once .separated they annul through 
mutual affection tlio previous partition witli an agreement 
to the cft'ect that the wealth which is mine is thino and 
what is thine is mine, and remaiu ns one householder as 
hororo in commensality and undivided (in , any transac- 
tion). Those, however, who are unlike these are not to be 
(ionsidered re-united by reason of the mere union of pro- 
jicrty : tor if that were so, then the term re- union would 
bo applicable to a joint stock company of traders. Ac- 
cordingly the term re-union is not a^iplied to brethren 
who manage their estates holding them joint for the sake 
of convenience, but are without the stipulation based upon 
affection. Hence it becomes dillicult (for the adversary) 
to maintain tho mother’s light of succession in spite of the 
brotliev. 

“ llcucc it is perfectly consistent to hold that in do- 



Sec. 12.J 


PARTITION OF HERITAGE. 


103 


fault of (Icscondants down to the great grandson, the wi- 
dow alone does without distinction .succeed to the oiitiro 
estate of her deceased soilless husband. But it is not rea- 
sonable to assume what is not specified in any to.\t, 
namely, that the wife succeeds if the husband was scpa« 
rated and not re-united. Jitendriya and others also sup- 
port the same view. In default of descendants down to 
the great grandson, she too confers a groat amount of 
spiritual benefit upon the husband by performing tho 
srdddha and the like. This appears from the following 
text of Manu, viz., — ‘Tho wife alone shall offer oblations 
to him and take his entire estate.’ Vyfisa also declares, — 
‘ When tho husband is dead, a chaste wife leading a life of 
austerities and performing daily oblations shall respect- 
fully offer handfuls of waW to her husband and shall day 
by day worship the gods and entertain the guests ; also 
being devoted shall daily worship Vishnu, shall present 
gifts to worthiest Brahnianas for the purpose of augment- 
ing religious merit ; and shall, oh auspicious ! observe tho 
various kinds of fasting enjoined by the Sa.stra.s : oh sweet- 
faced ! the wife who is constantly devoted to a religious 
life saves both herself and her husband abiding in the 
other world.’ — Hence, because the wife also saves tho hus- 
band from the infernal regions, and because by leading a 
vicious life through indigence (the wife who is) half the 
body of the husband by reason of tho declaration to that 
effect, causes the husband also to fall, fur the same is indi- 
cated in texts like the following, — ‘ whoso wife drinks 
wine &c.’ — therefore the estate being taken by her be- 
comes beneficial to the husband ; consequently the wife’s 
succession to the husband’s estate in preference to all 
others is consistent with reason. 

“ The construction to bo put upon the texts of Sankha 
and other sages is, however, far-fetched : — The estate of a 
person who is deceased and sonless, i, destitute of male 
issue down to the gpreat- grandson, let the eldest wife, i. c., 
the wife that is preferable, take ; in her default and in 
default of the daughter and the daughter’s son, let the 
parents take ; in their default it goes to the brothers : the 
term iadabk&ve (in his, her or their default) occurring in 
the middle (of the text of Sankha and others) may be con- 
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strued Avith wliat precedes or with what follows, for such 
a construction is not incorrect, and the reason for it 
has previously been mentioned. The text of N&rada, ' 
nammy, — ‘ If any one of the brothers die without issue 
&c.’ — and other texts to the same effect are relative to a 
wedded wife other than a patni ; since in these texts the 
term stri is used, whereas in the text of Sankha and others, 
the term patni is used And it has been previously shewn 
that all married women do not acquire the status of 
the patni. Accordingly in another text of Narada him- 
self, namely, — ‘ But the king adhering to his duties shall 
(take the estate and) allow maintenance to his stria ; this 
is pronounced the law of inheritance excepting in the case 
of Brahmanas,’-^it appears from the use of the term stri 
that maintenance only is to be allowed to the wives of a 
person other than a Brkhma^a, who do not hold the rank 
of the patni. But the wives of a person other than a Brkh- 
mana, who hold the rank of the patni are entitled to take 
the entire estate of the husband. Thus Vrihaspati says, 
— ‘ The estate of the Kshatriyas, Vaisyas and Sddras who 
are sonless and destitute of the patni and brothers, the 
king shall take, for he is the lord of all.’- — The term ‘ des- 
titute of the patni and brothers’ indicates the failure of all 
the heirs down to the fellow-student ; because the order of 
their succession being settled, the king cannot intervene 
between them, and because in the previously cited text, 
Vishnu having mentioned the heirs down to the fellow- 
student, says,— ‘ in their default it goes to the king except- 
ing the property of a ^Irahmajpa.’ ” 

13. As to the above view (of Jfmfitavkhana) what 
is to be remarked is this. What is the objection to the 
reconciliation, namely, that the texts of Narada Sankha 
and others are relative to jointness or re-union ? Is it in 
conflict with any reason, or is it in conflict with any text ? 
There is not, however, conflict with any reason, for there 
is not any reason against it. But rather there is a reason 
in support of it. Since when the husband dies unsepa- 
rated, he had no (specific) share at all, then what will the 
wife take ? ' And if re-united, then although his share had 
been specified, it was lost by reason of the accrual of a com- 
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mon right over again. Nor can it be argued that there is 
certainly his undefined share although it is the subject of 
a common right. For although this be admitted, still on 
the demise of one by whose relation the right became 
common, the succession of him alone whose right subsists 
is proper, but not the supposition of the accrual of an- 
other’s right. If it bo said that, by reason of the text of 
Gautama, viz., — “ From marriage indeed arises union as 
regards religious acts, their fruit and the acceptance of 
chattels” — the wife’s right accrues to the husband’s share 
though undefined, wherefore then is the extinction of that 
right assumed while she is alive ? The answer is : — Her 
right is only fictional but not a real one : the wife’s right 
to tho husband’s pro})crty, which to all appearance seems 
to be the same (as the husband’s right) like a mixture of 
milk and water, is suitable to the- performance of acts 
which are to be jointly performed, but it is not mutual 
like that of the brothers ; hence it is that there may be 
separation of brothers, but not of the husband and wife ; 
on this reason is founded the text, namely, — “ Partition 
cannot take place between the husband and wife ; therefore 
it cannot but be admitted that on the extinction of the hus- 
band’s right the extinction of the wife’s right is necessary : 
hence it is to be assumed (by you) either that the. wife’s 
right accrues to the property of the Imsband who was joint 
or re-united (on his demise), or that the existing right of 
a co-sharer who is joint or re-united is not common ; the 
latter alternative alone cannot but be admitted (by you) by 
reason of simplicity. Nor can the wife herself be a party 
to partition, as there is no authority establishing the same. 
Nor can it be said that these very texts (which lay down 
the wife’s succession) establish it. Because it is not set- 
tled as to what case these texts are applicable, and be- 
cause these may as well be taken to refer to the estate of 
one who was separated and not re-united. Accordingly 
the fallacy of mutual dependence ( mentioned by Jfmiita- 
vahana, p. 160 ) is out of the question. Since the fallacy 
cannot interrupt the enquiry (into the subject to which the 
texts are applicable) ; and since when the enquiry is over, 
the subject to which the texts are applicable has already 
been determined. 
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i\s for wliat lias boon said in tlio pfissago, namely, — 
“ For even when the family is joint or re united &c.” 
(p. 160) ; that is not capable of weakening our contention. 
For even if the right of each tnonibor bo admitted to 
extend to a fractional portion though unascertained, still 
it is established by a ditferent reason, that the texts 
(laying down the wife’s succession) cannot refer to a case 
of re-union. Nor can it be argued that there is no autho- 
rity for holding that tho texts, such as, — “ Tho wife and 
the daughters &c.” — refer to the estate of one who was 
separated and not re-united, while there is nothing to that 
effect in the texts themselves. Because there being no 
other reasonable reconciliation of the conflicting texts of 
Narada and others, the inference of a meaning, which is 
based upon the reason which has previously been set forth 
is itself tho authority. And it will subsequently be stated 
that no other reconciliation is reasonable. 

Nor can it bo argued that just as (you say that) there are 
no terms used in the text itself to show that it is relative to 
the estate of a person separated and not re united, because 
it appears by implication that the text, — “ The wife and 
the daughters &c.” — refers to that case by reason of parti- 
tion having previously been dealt with, and by reason of 
re-union having been subsequently treated of : that there- 
fore for the same reason tho term ‘ sonlcss’ also ought not to 
have been mentioned (in the text), because tho text, — 
“ The wife and the daughters &c.” — being set about after 
having discussed the subject of partition between the 
primary and subsidiary sons, it would have appeared, 
(by implication) that the text refers to the estate of a son- 
less person, llecauso the term (‘ sonless’) is used for the 
purpose of indicating a meaning which has not been 
expressed by Yogfsvara in any other text, but which 
meaning is mentioned in other Institutes by texts like — 
“ Tho auram or legitimate son alone is the master of tho 
paternal wealth,” — and — “ Not brothers nor parents but 
the sons are entitled to tho property of the father.” 
Otherwise there might be a doubt that as on partition 
during the father’s lifetime or after his demise, his wives 
are entitled to shares oven when there are sons, so tho 
same would be the cose in this instance too. If it bo said 
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that there is no occasion for such a doubt, tlio text beinji: 
declared after tlio subject of partition amongst sons has 
been finished ; then in other Institutes the declaration pf 
separate texts, such as, — “ The aurasa or legitimate son 
alone is the master of the paternal wealth,” — and — “ Not 
brothers nor parents but sons are entitled to the paternal 
wealth,” — for establishing the absence of the right of the 
wife and the rest when there are the legitimate and 
subsidiary sons,— would be altogether usefess. And the 
ground on which this objection may bo removed (by you), 
namely, — that in the Institutes of law, a proposition though 
it may be deduced by means of the rules of interpretation 
is still for the purpose of clearness separately enunciated, 
— may with greater reason be applicable to a single term 
(viz. ‘ soilless’). If it be said that wherefore have not the 
terms ‘ separated’ and ‘ not re united’ also been for the 
sake of clearness inserted (in the text of Yajnavalkya to 
qualify the ‘ soilless person’) ? The answer is, because the 
sages had their own independent will. Besides, agreeably 
to the maxim that when there is an effect (in the shape of 
erroneous knowledge) its reason is investigated, — where 
there is a separate text of law embodying a meaning which 
is deducible by the rules of interpretation (from other texts) 
then, because ^hat is so deducible ought to be maintained, 
therefore it is said that the separate text is intended to eluci> 
date the same so that the text may not be considered useless. 

As for what has been said, namely, that the text, — 
“ Of a re-united (co-heir), however, a re-united (co-heir)” 
— is intended to lay down a special rule when the succes- 
sion opens to brothers, and not to exclude the wife &c. ; — 
that too is erroneous ; for it is opposed to the term ‘ how- 
ever ;’ and because in that part of the Institutes (of'Yijna- 
valkya) each succeeding text is put by way. of exception to 
what has previously been laid down ; hence the term ‘ how- 
ever’ has been inserted in every text, and the text — “ An 
impotent &c.” — (which succeeds the above text) is declared 
embodying an exceptional rule for excluding, by reason of 
impotence and the like, from inheritance all the sons and 
the rest who have previously been declared to be heirs. 
Accordingly, in the Mitfikshark these texts have been intro- 
duced and explained in this way by Vijnfinesvara. 
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In the passage “ Besides &c.” (p. 161) — ^the right of the 
parents in default of brothers, as laid down in the text of 
Sankha and Likhita has been refuted (by Jfmiitavahana) 
having put his argument in an alternative form. That too 
is very weak ; for our view cannot be questioned in that 
way, inasmuch as, like you, we can as well by reversing 
the order explain that text to be relative to parents who 
are separated and not re<united. 

As for what has been said (p. 161) in the passage 
“ Moreover &c.” ; that is to be passed by, as being of the 
same kind with the preceding. 

As also for what has been said (p. 162) in the passage 
“ moreover &c.” ; — that too is not a valid objection, because 
although the adjectives (unseparated and re-united) be not 
applicable to the mother (included under the term ‘ parents’) 
still ‘they may properly be construed with the father 
(comprised by the same term). But in reality, though 
directly there can be no partition with the mother, still 
re-union (of the mother), preceded by the particular 
stipulation based upon affection, may take place with 
sons, since she too may get a share by the choice of the 
father at a partition during his lifetime, and since parti- 
cipation (of a share) by her at a partition after the demise 
of the father is distinctly declared. Nor can it be argued 
that this is contrary to the text of Vrihaspati, namely, — 
** He who having been separated &c.” ; that hence it is said 
by the author of the Mitakshara that re-union does not tako 
place with any person indifferently, but with the father, 
brother or uncle, and the above text is cited by him in 
support of this view. Because, if that were so, then re- 
union with the daughter’s son and the like, which is recog- 
nised W the practice of all people, would become impro- 
per. '^erefore of those only amongst whom there may 
be mutual partition, the mutual union preceded by it 
(partition), and based upon the particular stipulation, is 
re-union, and not by the more mixture of each other’s 
property as in the case of traders. This is what is intend- 
ed by the text of Vrihaspati, but not the exclusion of the 
mother and the like. For if the exclusion of the mother 
&c. were the purjiort of the text of Vrihaspati, then the 
objection would aviso that the text embodies a prohibition 
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in the shape of an injunction, which is liable to three 
exceptions. It is for this reason that the particle * or’ is 
•repeated in the text of Vrihaspati to show that no value is 
to be attached to the enumeration. So in the Ratn&kara, 
Ghandesvara says, — The particle ‘ or’ shows that no impor* 
tance is to be attached to the enumeration ; hence wo get 
what is recognised by all people, namely, the re-union of 
one dwelling together after partition with the paternal 
uncle’s son who was a co-sharer (before partition). Also 
Vhchaspati says to the same effect. As For what he (Vd- 
chaspati) says, namely, that re-union is, by reason of 
simplicity, defined to be only the union together of those 
who had separate properties ; the fact of there having been 
previous partition is not tlie condition of it nor is mutual 
assent its foundation : — that is not tenable ; because it is 
opposed to the term * again’ ; and , because the term re- 
union would be applicable even to partition, for if right 
by birth be not admitted, then on (the occasion of) parti- 
tion there is union of those having distinct properties : 
otherwise, if it be said that both (the definitions) being de- 
ducible from the text, the one maintained by the other side 
is equally valid, then it would exclude the re-qnion with 
an ascendant such as the father, although such re-union is 
recognised by all people. Also the author of the Mitfik- 
shard by saying “ not with any person indifferently,” 
intends not to exclude the mother and the like, but only 
to lay down the restriction, that re-union must be preceded 
by partition and based upon the particular stipulation, 
and so to exclude the union consisting in the mixture of 
chattels in any way. 

As for what you have said, namely, that the object of 
the text, viz., — “ Of the re-united (co-heir), however, a 
re-united (co-heir) &c.” — ^is to provide for special rules 
governed by the circumstance of re-union, the fact of 
being uterine, and so forth, — (rules) which are to apply 
when the succession opens to the brothers: — that, l\>iw- 
ever, is very unreasonable ; since there is no reason why 
that text should not be applicable to other gentiles suen 
lA the father. And this will be discussed at length where 
that subject (re-union) itself is dealt with. 

. 22 
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Hence there is no defect fattributable to the reconci- 
liation made by us) in the shape of a conflict with any 
reason. 

Nor can it bo argued that there is a conflict with the text, 
on tho ground that when he (Yrihaspati) has (in his text 
p. 159) qualified the re-united person also by the adjective 
“ devoid of the wife and the father,” then it follows that 
the right (of a brother) to the estate of re-united brothers 
takes effect only in default' “of the wife and the father, in 
the same way as in default of male issue. Because the 
succession of the wife to the estate of her re-united hus- 
band is expressly forbidden by Narada in the text, — “ The 
sages hold that amongst the re-united brethren, however, 
that share (which would go to the husband on partition) 
she is not entitled to.” Also in the reading of this text, 
as adopted in the Kalpataru, namely, — “ The share of one 
of the re-united brethren, however, is ordained to be theirs 
alone” — the exclusion of the wife and the like certainly 
follows from the term ‘ alone.’ Nor can it be argued that 
if the text of Nfirada, namely, — “ Among brothers if any 
one die ^c.” (p. 142) — be, by virtue of the context, inter- 
preted td refer to a case of re-union, then there would be 
tautology, since the same thing is expressed in the text,^ 
The sages hold &c.” ; hence, because the term ‘ ttrV is used 
in tins text (ofNbrada) and the term *painV is used in other 
texts (which lay down the succession of the wife in prefer- 
ence to the brothers &c.), there^iore the reconciliation 
which alone is preferable is that the latter texts refer to the 
palnl or the laVirfully wedded wife, (and the previous text 
of Nkrada, to other wives). Because the objection of tau- 
tology is of no effect, for what are intended to be laid 
down (in the first text of N6rada) are only the impartibi- 
lity of the wives’ peculiar property and their maintenance, 
and this subject is introduced by repeating what has been 
previously ordained (in the second text); and because it 
would be unreasonable to prohibit the succession of the 
other wives to the estate of their husband, as their succes- 
sion cannot follow from texts like,— ‘‘ The wife and the 
daughters &o.” — ^in which the term paM is used. Again, 
agreeably to your opinidn, the term ' thror^h covetous- 
ness for the heritage? in Vasishtha’s text, which qualifies 
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the term * appointment’ would become unaccountable ; for 
if the wife be first of all entitled to take the estate of the 
husband, who is destitute of male issue, without distinc- 
tion arising from jointness separation or re-union, then 
how can there be the acceptance by the wife of appointment 
through covetousness for heritage, that it is prohibited ? 
Agreeably to our opinion, however, by virtue of tlie texts 
of N^rada and others, the wife has no concern with the 
estate of the sonless husband while there is a brother joint 
or re-united, but her right may arise through a son alone, 
hence the acceptance of appointment through covetousness 
of inheritance may take place, and so it is prohibited. 
Nor can it be argued that inasmuch as in your opinion a 
wife other than a patni is not entitled to the inheritance, 
her acceptance of the appointment, proceeding from co- 
vetousness of wealth is prohibited, and not what we say 
might have happened (but for the prohibition)^ Because 
the patni alone being premised there, it would be unrea- 
sonable to say that it refers to a wife other than the patni. 
Accordingly Dharesvara and others have set forth this very 
text of Vasishtha as an authority for holding that the text, 
— “ The wife and the daughters &c.” — refers to & patni 
willing to accept the appointment. Hence, there is the 
prohibition of the wile’s succession to the estate of tho 
re-united husband, by virtue of the texts of Narada and 
Vasishtha; there is, again, the prohibition of even the 
uterine brother’s succession to the estate of a re-united 
brother, when there is the wife, by reason of the declara- 
tion in the text of Vrihaspati namely , — “ This is the law 
regarding the estate of a person who is childless and 
destitute of the wife and the father this conflict which 
necessarily arises, and ought to be any how got rid of by 
referring the texts to distinct cases, but which has not been 
got rid of by others, is thus reconciled, — Although it would 
follow, regard being had to the subject treated in the con- 
text, that the term ‘ re-united person’ is to be supplied as the 
substantive to which the adjective ‘ destitute of the wife 
and the father’ relates, still it is opposed by the necessity 
of the adjective referring to one not re-united, by :icasi)u 
of the contradictory texts of Nkrada and others ; because 
the context cannot lead to a conflict of precepts. 
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Nor can it be said that since the pronoun ' this’ 
relates to the law of succession to the property of a re- 
united person, with regard to which a particular rule is 
laid down in this part of the text, (viz. ‘‘ This is the law 
&c.”), therefore the adjective ‘ destitute of the wife 
and the father,’ like the adjective ‘ childless’ qualifies the 
re-united deceased (co-sharer) ; that hence the conflict is not 
between the precept and the context, but between the 
two precepts. Because, though the pronoun relates to 
the succession to the estate of a re-united (co-sharer,) still 
(the meaning ma^ be taken to be) * this’ same law of succes- 
sion, which obtains with regard to the estate of a rc-united 
co-sharer, is applicable even to the estato of one not re- 
united who is destitute of issue, and has not the wife or 
the father surviving him, (that is to say) let not a uterine 
brother, however, take the estate of a deceased childless 
brother, who was separated and not re-united, wlien there 
is the wife or the father, but let the wife or the father 
take : the proposition may be reasonably explained in this 
way. Thus the word clia also is to bo explained as 
suggesting that the term ‘ not re-united’ which is not 
expressed is understood. Hence also, if the subject bo 
taken to be disjoined by this proposition relative to the 
estate of a brother not re-united, then also the use of the 
term ‘ re-united’ becomes significant, in the succeeding 
text, namely, — “ Of the re-united, however, if any one 
&c.” ; otherwise it would bo useless, for the same meaning 
would appear here too from the context. Accordingly 
in the third chapter (of the Mfmansa) it has been held 
while dealing with the topic of the nivids (or invocations 
of gods at the time of offering sacrifices to them) that the 
putting-on of the upper garment (which is subsequently 
enjoined) is not subservient to the chanting of the iiymns 
for kindling the holy fire, by reason of the topic of these 
hymns, which is separated (from the topic in which the 

S utting-on of the upper garment is enjoined) by the 
ifferont topic of the nivids , — forming a minor topic; 
but is subservient to the whole sacrifice of Darsa- 
pauruamasa which is the comprehensive topic (and 
includes the minor ones) : and it is maintained by 
Bhatta that the subsequent attributes (of the hymns, 
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called kimyasj are enjoined by repeating the hymns for 
kindling the noly fire, on account of their distance, in 
the same way as the twelve propitiating hymns. 13ut in 
reality, the succession of the sister, in default of a uterine 
brother, to the estate of a re-united brother, is indicated 
by the text, — “if there be any sister &c.”, — and this 
alone which immediately precedes is referred to by the 
pronoun ‘ this’ occurring in the sentence “ this is the law 
&c.” : and in this interpretation there is no conflict what- 
ever. It has been so explained in the Chandrikk also. 

The succession, however, of the widow to the entire 
estate belonging to her sonless husband who was unsepa- 
rated is opposed to what is declared by Katyhyana ; for 
he says, — “ But when the husband dies unseparated, the 
wife IS entitled to food and raiment ; or ftu) she gets a 
portion of the estate till her death.” — The particle tu bears 
the sense of ‘ or* ; hence the meaning is this : — Either she 
may directly receive food and raiment, or till her death, 
i. e. during her life, she may get so much share of the 
projperty as is sufficient for her maintenance and for the 
performance qi necessary religious ceremonies which a 
woman is competent to perform. By reason of the declar- 
ation “ a portion of the estate till her death,” the position 
that the widow gets the entire estate of the unseparated 
husband, fails. Nor can it be argued from the use of the 
term stri (in the above text), that this text refers to a wife 
other than a paint. Because the adjective ‘ unseparated’ 
would be meaningless ; and because it is ordained that a 
sonless wife other than a patni is entitled only to mainte- 
nance, even when the husband was separated. Accord- 
ingly Vrihaspati having said (in the previous text, p. 135) 
“ even when partition has been made,” — goes on to de- 
clare, — “ Must allow (her) subsistence, or if she choose, a 
share of the field.” This text has been explained in the 
Smritichandrikk, thus: — The term ‘subsistence’ includes 
food and raiment ; wealth sufficient for the same, or agree- 
ably to her own choice a share of the field equal to that 
purpose, must be allowed to a widow other than a patni 
who is entitled to the estate of the husband, by the brother 
&c. taking the estate : the term ‘ must’ shows the necessity 
of giving the allowance. To this very subject refers the 
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following text of N&iada, — “ All the chaste widows should 
be maintained with food and raiment, by the eldest 
(brother of the husband), or by.thefather-inJaw, or by any 
other gentile” — i. e., whoever takes the husband’s estate : 
maintenance is to be allowed by reason of succession to 
the estate. 

By the term ‘ chaste’ (in the above text of Narada) 
it is shewn that, in all (the texts), the maintenance of the 
chaste widows alone is intended. But that too, even the 
patnis that are unchaste, are not entitled to, by reason of 
what is ordained in the latter part of the text of Narada, 
previously cited (p. 143), viz. — “ but if they behave other- 
wise, the brothers may resume their allowance,” — and in 
other texts. Accordingly also Yrihaspati says that what has 
been given by the father-in-law &c. to the chaste for their 
maintenance should not be resumed even by other kins- 
men, thus — “ But such immoveable or other property, as 
has been given by the father-in-law to the wives (of 
his sons) can, on no account, be resumed by the kinsmen 
here.” 

But even what has been given to those that prove to 
be of a different character may be resumed. This is 
declared by Katyayana, — “(A woman) complying with 
the wishes of the venerable protector, is entitled to enjoy 
the allotted share : if she does not comply with their 
wishes, then slie should be reduced to the livelihood of a 
slave. She who is bent upon injurious acts, is shameless 
or spendthrift or adulterous, is not entitled to even woman’s 
property.” — By the expression ‘ is not entitled,’ two mean- 
ings are conveyed, namely, that even what is sufficient 
for maintenance should not be given, and that even what 
has been given should be resumed from one that proves to 
be such. 

As for the text of Sruti, namely, — “ Therefore women 
are devoid of the senses ('anindriy&sj and incompetent to 
inherit,” — and for the text of Manu based upon it, namely, 
— “ Indeed the rule is that women are always devoid of 
the senses and incompetent to inherit — these are both 
to be interpreted to remr to those women whose right of 
inheritance has not been expressly declared. Haradatta. 
also, has explained (these texts) in this very way, in his* 
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commentary on the Institutes of Gautama, called Mi<ak- 
shara. But some (commentators) say tliat the term ‘ in- 
competent to inherit,’ implies censure only, by reason of 
its association with the term ‘ devoid of tlie senses.’ This 
is not tenable ; because it cannot but bo admitted that the 
portion, namely, ‘ incompetent to inherit’ is prohibitory 
and not condemnatory, for it cannot reasonably be held 
to be an absolutely superfluous precept inasmuch as the 
taking of the heritage (by women 1 may take place under 
the desire (for property). But the portion ‘ devoid of the 
senses’ is to be somehow explained, as being a superfluous 
precept, and purporting the dependence (of women) on 
men ; for the negation, what is contrary to the natm*c, 
meaning as it does of things, is objectionable. Hence what 
has been said above forms the best inter|)retation. The ve- 
nerable Vidyarauya (i. c., a forest of learning), however, 
has, in his commentary tm the Institutes of I’arAsura, ex- 
plained the above text of Sruti in a different way : — The 
term ‘ incompetent to inherit’ indicates that the wife is not 
entitled to a share in case of her retirement to a forest ; the 
term anindriy&s (rendered above into ‘ devoid of the senses’) 
embodies the reason for the same ; for it appears from the 
text viz.y — “ The sowia juice indeed is the indriya ,’ — that the 
term indriya signifies also the soma, hence those that are 
not entitled to it are anindriyds, i. e., not entitled to taste 
the soma juice : the text being laudatory of the retirement 
of the wife into a forest (on the.death of the husband). 

Thus ends the discussion of the wife’s right. 
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§ 1.— The daughter’s succession and the reason for the same. 2.— The 
reason as stated by Jimdtavdhana excluding the barren and widow 
daughters noticed and criticized. 3.— The opinion that the appointed 
daughter alone succeeds^ is criticized. 4.**The order of succession 
amongst daughters. 6 . — A text of Vrihaspati explained by the author 
of the Smritichandrikd. 6.— The plural number in ‘daughters’ 
in Ydjnaralkya’s text explained. 

1. In default of the wife, ‘ the daughters’ are entitled 
to take the estate of a sonlcss person who was separated 
and not re-united. Accordingly Manu says, — “ As a man 
is himself so is his son, a daughter is alike to a son ; when 
there is himself in the shape of a daughter wherefore 
should any other take the estate ?” Also Vrihaspati says, 
— “ A daughter like a son springs from every limb of the 
father; therefore why should another person take the 
estate of the father r” Here it is to be observed that 
although a daughter is directly begotten by the father, 
still by the terms ‘ alike to a son’ and ‘ like a son,’ a 
daughter is declared to bo similar to a son, inasmuch as 
the constituent elements of a son’s body are derived most- 
ly from the limbs of the father, and those of a daughter’s 
body, mostly from the limbs of the mother ; for it is so 
established in the Institutes of law as well as in Physio- 
logy by passages like the following,— “ A male child is 
generated when the virile seed exceeds, and a female child 
when the uterine blood prevails.” The term ‘ himself (in 
the text,— ‘ when there is himself in the shape of a daugh- 
teP) signifies, Similar to a son who is even as the father 
himself by reason of the text, — “ Indeed a man is himself 
bom as a soft “when there is himself in the shape of a 
daughter,” means, in preference to a daughter. 

It may be asked that although the reason as set 
forth in the above texts indicates the daughter’s succession 
to the estate on failure of the legitimate or aurasa son, still 
on what principle does the succession of the daughtej^ take 
effect in default of the subsidiary sons and the wife ? The 
answer is, that that too has clearly boon set forth by 
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Naracla foi* the bcnodt of the dull ; thus ho says, — ‘‘ In 
default of the sous, however, tho daujjhtor f succeeds)' by 
reason of sinular Uncage;” — ^this text again 1ms boon 
explained by Ntvrada himself, thus, — “ A sou as well as a 
daughter are both perpetuators of the father’s lineage.” 
The intention is this : Doth the sou and the daughter are 
the j)avents of the fatlier’s descendants calleil (respective- 
1}') the pfiftira or the son’s son and the dmhitra or the 
daughter’s son ; hence their caj)acity for porpotuathxg the 
lineage being similar, the daughter too, like the son, has 
the right of succession. Dut a sou’s son and a daughter’s 
son are not equal in themselves, hence the equality is 
intended to have rcforcnco to their acts. The acts again 
do not conshst in li([uidating the debts or taking the 
unobstructed heritage, for a daughter’s son has no concern 
with these while there is a son’s son, by reason of the 
texts, viz. — “ The debts are to be liquidated by sons and 
son’s sons,” — and — “ Therein the ownership of both the 
father and the sons is equal,” — the latter text being rela- 
tive to the grandfatlier’s property. Ileuco the acts hero 
•are spiritual ones, nuuuily, the porfoi-manco of the 
dhus, by reason of the text of Vishnu, namely, — “ In the 
performance of tlio funeral obsequies of the ancestors a 
son’s son and a daughter’s son are alike.” Thus a daugh- 
ter that confers only s^jiritual bonolits through the instru- 
mentality of her son is inferior to a son that rendei-s 
benefits by moans of his sons and confers spiritual as well 
as temporal benelits. Nor can it bo said that thus a 
daughter who is begotten by a man himself is nearer than 
the wife, and as such is entitled to take the estate in 
prcforenco to the wife. Docause the v/ifj, who by her 
companionship assists the husband in the [lorforinanco of 
the ceremonies enjoined in the Vedas such as the conse- 
cration of tho .sacred fire, and who renders both spiritual 
and toinpoi’al benefits by being tho moans of lineage, and 
by being the instrument of satislyiug tho human end called 
desire, and who is extolled as liaU the body of tbo husband, 
— is certainly superior to a daugliter. lloacq tho term ‘ in 
default of the sons’ is to bo taken to indicate the fiilure of 
tho wife also, by reason of tho previously cited (Pt. I, § 1) 
text of Vishnu and this text of Yogisv.ira (Pt. I, 5; 1 
223 . 
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Although tho fatlioi' wlio is tho object to whom funeral 
oblations are addressed by tho son, and who as such 
conduces personally to tho spiritual benefit of tlio son, is 
nearer than a daughter, and lionco tlio text, viz. — “ Tho 
father or the brotlicr shall take the estate of a sonloss 
person” — should i)Voperly bo applied, previously to tho 
daughter’s succession ; still she i.s preferable by rea.son of 
the proximity of body as ordained in the text, — “ when 
there is himself in the shape of a daughter &c.”, — and it 
is in her default that tho above text is to be applied, 
because from the use of the iiartiele ‘ or’ (in tho above text), 
it appears that no stress is intended to be put on tho order. 

2. Jhnutavaliana, however, wlnle discussing the 
slaughter’s su(;ces.sion, says, — “ Since the ])erpctua(iiig of 
the lineage is set forth as the reason for her succession ; 
and since, of tho descendants he who offers oblations 
benefits the deceased, but he who ))resonts no oblation 
does not colder any benefit, and thei’c being no distinction 
between the failure of offspring and having offspring other 
than those that conduce to the spiritual benefit; lienee a 
daughter who has or who is likely to have male issue is 
entitled to tho inheritance ; and consequently the opinion 
of Dikshita is to be accepted, viz, a daughter who is 
barren or who is widow or who is mother of daughters 
alone, and as such, is not likely to have male issue, is not 
entitled to succeed.” 

This too is open to criticism. Since ho himself main- 
tains the preferential right of the maiden daughter in the 
passage, — ‘ First of all tho maiden daughter alone succeeds 
to tho estate of the father,’ — upon the authority of tho 
following text of Parasara, namely, — “ Lot the maiden 
daughter and in her default the married daughter take 
the property of a. sonless deceased person,” — and of tho 
following text of Devala, namely, — “And to tho maiden 
daughter shall be given tho father’s wealth (and) nuptial 
property.” But at that time there is no certainty that sho 
will give birth to male issue ; and since what has been set 
forth as the reason for her succession may reasonably bo 
taken to bo intended to indicate only tho greater prox- 
imity. Moreover ho himself shows exceptions to what 



f-‘oe. 3.] 


rAETlTION OP HERITAGE. 


17 '.) 


lio lioltls to bo the reason by lajn’ng clown tbo snccossion 
of a daughter who lias or who is likely to have male issue 
on failure of the inaidc'n daughter, 'riiereforo, agreeably 
to what wo have said, the reason (as sot forth in the texts) 
is to be explained to intend proximity. 

3. Dhhrosvara, Dovasvaniin, Dovasata and others, 
however, in order to avoid a contlict of the texts ordaining 
the daughter’s succession with the following text, viz. — 
“ The father or the brothers shall take the estate of a 
sonle.ss ])erson,” — say, that the texts e.stabli.shing the daugh- 
ter’s succession (in lU'efcrcnco to the father &c.) refer to 
the appointed daughter (]nittnk&J ; in her default, howevc)-, 
the fatiier and the rest are heii's agrecabl)’^ to their ordt'v. 

This is very unsound. Since tho appointed daughter 
is placed in the category of subsidiary sons by tho follow- 
ing text of Yogisvara, namely, — “ The legitimate son is 
one born of a lawful wife : siiiular to him is tho pnUrika- 
sulci (an appointed daughter or her son)” — and by tho 
following text of Vasishtha, namely,— “Tho son of an 
©appointed daughter is known as the third (subsidiary 
son) — and since, by rca.son of tho text of idanu, namely, 
— “ Not brothers nor tho father but tho sons (primary and 
sub.sidiary) take the estate of the father,” — an appointed 
daughter, like the other suhsidiary sons .such as tho wife’s 
son, succeeds to tho inheritance in spite of tho wife ; 
therefore, a forliori it follows that she succeeds when there 
is no wife. Hence the above texts would be liable to 
objection on the ground of being unncce.s.sary,' if they bo 
interpreted to refer to an ap[)ointcd daughter ; also it 
would be unreasonable to a.ssuine without any cause that 
the texts ■whereof the terms include all daughters without 
any qualification, are relative to a jiarticular class (of 
daughters, viz., the appointed daughters). Moreover, the 
succession of the appointed daughter is declared (by Vri- 
haspati) in the text, — “ A daughter, like a son, springs 
from every limb of the father &c.” — which is, agreeably 
to your contention, relative to the ai)pointed daughter ; 
the very same thing is again ordained by tho very same 
sage in the text, — “An equal (daughter), espoused by (a 
person of) an equal (class), chaste and following the wi.shc3 
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of the lm«biiucl, appointed or not (expressly) appointed, 
ysiio takes tlie pi’opcrty of the sonlcss fatlier lienee it 
Avould Iiivve to be assumed in order to avoid tautology, 
thiit the one text is merely explanatory of the other ; (in 
our o])iiii(*n) hoATCver, there is clearly no tautolog}’^, the 
one text being general in its application and the otlicr, 
particular. ‘An crpial daughter,’ means, a daughter of 
i he same class with tlie fatlier; ‘espoused by an equal’ 
». c., by 'a person of the same class ; Jhnutavahana says 
ihiit this excludes those c.spouscd by a person of a supe- 
rior ttr inferior class, for it is ordained that a son born 
of liev cannot perform the sriuhlha of the maternal graiid- 
fallier of a .superior cla.ss ; but this is not acceptable, since 
a dainsol of a superior class cannot bo married by a man 
of an inferior class ; therefore the term ‘ by an equal’ is to 
be taken to be intended to exclude one married to a 
person of a superior class. 

Nor can it be argued' that Narada has laid down as 
a general rule that all the daughtej’s including the maiden, 
ho arc destitute of the father and the brothers, are in- 
conijiclont to inherit the estate of the father, for he says, 
— “ If she has a daughter, the paternal share is ordained 
for (the latter’s) maintenance ; she shall enjoy the share 
till her marriage ; afterwards the hu.sband shall maintain 
her,” — ‘ she’ (in the first line) relates to a sonlcss widow, 
as the text is declared with reference to her ; hence if such 
a widow has a daughter then her paternal property is 
ordained merely for the purpose of her maintenance, con- 
sequently until her marriage she obtains her paternal 
share solely for her maintenance, ‘ afterwards’, i. e., subse- 
quent to her marriage the husband shall maintain her; 
therefore also the residue of the property after defraying 
her maintenance during that time, may be resumed from 
her: the succession, however, of the daughter, to the father’s 
property, with thp power of disposing the same according 
to pleasure cannot at all be contended for. And that 
hence all the texts which establish the daughter’s succes- 
sion to the father’s estate must bo admitted to refer solely 
to the appointed daughter, as laying down an exception 
to what is declared in the above text ; for otherwise if 
both the classes of texts referred generally to all daughters 
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it would bo diflicult to reconcile them by considering ono 
as layinrj down a fjonoral rule, and tlio other an exception 
to it : therefore the opinion of Dharesvara and otliers 
ouglit to be accepted as correct. 

This contention would have been correct had the text 
of Nai lula referred to tbo estate of a separated ])erson. 
]>ut having regard to what jn'oeedes and to what follows 
•{the above text in tlie Institutes of Narada) it clearly 
ap])enrs that this text refers to tlio projierty of ono \vho 
was joint or re-united. Hence tlie texts which lay down 
the succession of tlie daughter without any qualification, 
to the estate of the father, in default of the wife, embody 
a rule not jirovided anyAvhero else whicli is ajijilicablo 
to the property of a separated person, but they do not 
provide an exception ; consequently wo do not see any 
reason whatsoever for considering these texts as‘ referring 
to the a])j)ointed daughter alone. 

Jiimitavahana sets forth the text of Dovala, viz. — 
“ To the maiden daughters shall bo given &c.”, — as an 
authority for establishing the right of the maiden daughter 
io succeed to tho entire estate of the father. J3ut 
this is inconsistent with what is said by him in another 
jdaco ; for this very text is cited by him as an authority 
for allowing, on partition during life, to tho nlflidcn daugh- 
ters, property sullicient for their marriage. That too has 
been refuted by us before. 

4. Amongst tho daughters also, first lot tho unmar- 
ried daughters take tho paternal property : in their default 
tho married daugiiters ; amongst these also, first tho un- 
ju'ovidcd ones, and on failure of them the provided ones ; 
all in the same predicament, however, take the property 
dividing it equally. This rule is settled. Accordhig- 
ly Katyayana says, — “Tho wife who is not unchaste, 

S etti tho wealth of the husband; in her default, tho 
aughtor if she bo then unmarried.” Gautama ordains, — 
“ Woman’s property goes to daughters unmarried and 
unprovided,” — ‘ Unprovided’ means indigent. Although 
‘woman’s property’ is hero mentioned, still tho reason 
boing tho same, the text is applicable to paternal property 
also. But it is uot reasonable to say that the term “ uu- 
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provided” moans, destituto of oiFsprxng by reason of bar- 
renness and the like ; for lior succo.ssiou (in that order ?) 
is not proper, inasnmch as she cannot confer spiritual 
benefit by means of sons. 

5. Tlie autlior of the Sniritiebandrik^ explain^ in the 
following way the previously cited text of Vriliaspati, 
namely,— “ An equal (daughter) espoused by (a jxevson of) 
an equal (clas.s), chaste, and following the. wishes of the 
husband, appointed or not (expressly) appointed, she takes 
tha property of the sonloss father — I'lio first four adjec- 
tiVes refer to a daughter who takes the wcaltli after the 
wife ; the remaining two adjectives qualify a daughter 
succeeding in preference to the wife. The substantive 
puUrikd or the ajxpointcd daughter is to bo supjfiied to the 
adjectives * appointed or not (expressly) appointed the 
substantive ‘ daughter’ is to be supplied to the other adjec- 
tives. The particle ‘ or* marks an alternative applicable 
to a determinate difforcut state of things. Thus the 
meaning is as follows: The twofold ‘appointed daughters 
are entitled, in preference to the wife, to take the property 
of the father destitute of legitimate sons ; and the daugh- 
ters who are qualified by the adjectives ‘ equal’ &c. suc- 
ceed on failure of the wife. Thus in default of the wife, 
when there are daughters provided as well as unprovided, 
married as well as maiden, then first, the maiden daugliter 
alone, succeeds, for the father was bound to maintain her ; 
in her default, a married daughter who is unprovided 
(succeeds), for though the husband is bound to maintain 
her, still she is unprovided by reason of the husband’s 
inability to maintain her ; on failure, of her, even a pro- 
vided daughter qualified by the attributes ‘ equal,’ &c. 
takes the property agreeably to the propinquity previous- 
ly mentioned. 

Others, however, having admitted that the terra ‘ ap- 
pointed’ means the puttrikd, and the term ‘ not appointed,’ 
any other daughter, and that the particle ‘ or’ indicates indif- 
ference, explains without supplying any substantive that 
the whole text refers to any daughter, because the pronoun 
‘she’ relates to the daughter without any qualification, 
(as used in the preceding text). 
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6. The plural number in the term ‘ daughters’ (in 
'^'5^inavalk^•a’s text p. 181) is used for flic jiurjiuse of showing 
tliat tlio shares of the daughtei's of the same class are 
ccpial. but tlio .shares* of the dauglitcrs of different classes 
are distinct agreeably to the order of their classes. 

Here ends ^hes^cccasion of the daughters. 


PART III. 


§ 1. — 'riic (laughter’s .son’s succession. — 2. The interpretation that the 
daughler’s .'<on means the appointc'd daugliter’s son, is rejected. — 3. 
The daughter’s sou is not entitled to preference to the widow and the 
daughter. 

1. On failure of daughters, the daughter’s son (be- 
comes heir); for the term ‘ also’ (in Yajnavalkya’s text,— 
‘ and the daughters also,’ — p. 181), indicates the inclusion 
•ftf what is not cxprcs.sod. Accordingly Vishnu says, — “ On 
failure of dosociuhmts such as the son and the, sou’s son, the 
daugliter’s sons obtain the property ; for, in the performance 
of the funeral obsequies, the son’s son and the daughter’s 
son arc alike.” The term ‘ on failure of the dc.scendants 
such as the son and son’s son,’ indicates the failure of lieirs 
dow'ii to the daughters. Also Manu says, — “ (If a daugh- 
ter) whether appointed or not appointed brings forth a son 
by her marriage with a person of equal class ; in him, the 
maternal grandfather has a son’s son : he shall offer the 
funeral oblations and inherit the wealth.” — By the term 
‘ has a sou’s son,’ it is shown that as a son’s son succeeds 
to his jiaternal grandfather’s estate in default of sons, so 
the daughter’s son in default of daughters. Also Vrihas- 
pati says, — “ As her ownership arises in the father’s 
wealth, although kindred exist ; in the very same way, her 
son also obtains the estate of the mother’s father.” The 
moaning is : — ‘ As’, i. e. through tlio funeral oblations 
offered by the daughter’s son, the claughter becomes heiress 
of her father’s estate ; ‘ iu the very same way,’ t. e. through 
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tlio selfsame offering of oblations, the daughter’s sons also 
become the owners of the maternal grandfather’s wealth ; 
‘ although kindred,’ i. e. the father and the like ‘ exist.’ 

. 2. ft cannot be said that this text (of Vriliaspati) 

refers to the son of an appointed daughter ; because tho 
pronouns ‘ her’ and ‘ l\er son’ relate to tho unqualilied 
daughter mentioned before. Accordingly Manu also lias 
declared tho right of succession to tho maternal grand- 
father’s estate, of tKo son of a daughter without any quali- 
'fications, thus, — “ The daughter’s son indeed, shall take 
the entire estate of the (mother’s) sonlcss father ; he alone 
shall offer two oblations to the father and tho maternal 
grandfather. Between a son’s son and a daughter’s son, 
in this world, there is no difference in law ; since their 
mother and father are sprung from Ins body.” — 'Pho tprm 
‘ father’ is to bo interpreted as tho mother’s father, accord- 
ingly the term ‘ maternal grandfatlicr’ is subsequently 
stated : or (it may mean) as ho takes the entire estate of his 
own father so also of tho mother’s father who leaves no 
male issue, by reason of his personally performing tho duties 
of his son ; this is expressed in the passage, ‘ he alone &c.” 
the meaning is, to his own father and the mother’s father : 
the terras ‘ mother and father’ are not to be construed 
respectively, but the proper construction is that the son’s 
son’s father and the daughter’s son’s mother are sprung 
from the body of the proprietor. 

3. Some commentators, however, taking the text of 
Vishnu, viz. — “ On failure of descendants such as tho son 
and the son’s son &c.” — in its literal acceptance, say that 
the daughter’s son succeeds in preference to the widow and 
the daughter. This is to be rejected, because it would bo 
in conflict with the text of Yogfsvara, and because tho 
inferiority of the daughter’s son to the daughter is indi- 
cated also in the text of Vrihaspati, namely, — “ in the very 
same way her son alto.” 

Thus ends tho succession of the daughter’s sou. 
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PART IV. 


§1. — Succession of the parents. 2. — A passage of the Mitaksliard, cited, 
whci’c the order of succession between parents is detennined. 3.— A 
passage of the Smritichaudrika cited, criticizing the Mitakslmra. 4. — 
The Dayabhilga cited. 5. — Of the priority of the fail lor. G. — Objec- 
tions against the Mitakshara, removed. 7. — The author's conclusion. 

1. On failure of tlio daughter’s son, ‘ the parents’ 
fpitarau) take the estate, (vide Ykjnavalkya’s text, p. 131). 

2. On this subject it is said in the Mitaksliark; — ■ 
Although the order in which the mother and the father 
succeed to the estate does not clearly appear (from the term 
pitarau in Yajnavalkya’s text, p. 131,) since a conjunc- 
tive compound is declared to signify simultaneously the 
sense of the component words, and the uni-residual com- 
pound (in which one of the words is retained and the 
other is suppressed) is an exceptional form of the same ; 
yet, as the word ‘ mother’ stands first in the phrase where- 
of the uni-residual compound is the result, and is read first 
in the form other than the uni-residual, viz., mdUfiturau 
or ‘ the mother and the father therefore the order of the 
sense, as deducible from the order of reading, should not 
be rejected, when there is an inquiry concerning the order 
of succession j hence the mother takes the estate of her 
sonless son, in the first instance ; and, on failure of her, 
the father. Besides, the father is a common parent to 
other sons, but the mother is not so *, hence her propin. 
quity is the greatest. And Manu has, in the text, — “ To 
the nearest sapinda the inheritance next belongs” — ^laid 
down the rule that even amongst the sapindas the samin- 
odttkaz and the like, the greatness of propinquity deter- 
mines the right of succession. Consequently^ when there 
is this question for determination, there is nothing to 
prevent we application of this text (of Manu) to the present 
case also. 

24 
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3. Tlicreupon, the author of the Smritichandrik^ 
makes the following refined observations : There being no 
indication of order in the text, — “ There are two sdrasvata 
sfjcrificcs,” ^or sarasvatau, one in honor of the goddess Saras- 
vali, the other in honor of the god Sarasvtin) — it is establish- 
ed in the' fifth chapter (of the Miinfinsa) that the oi'der of 
])crfornung the sacrifices is regulated by the order of the 
hymns (called ydinnsj ; but it is not established that any 
indication of the order arises from the uni-rcsidual com- 
pound itself, Cviz. sarusvntauj . Similarly, in this instance 
too, other authority ought to bo searched for establishing 
the order of succession ; if there be no other authority, 
then it is reasonable to say that both the parents take the 
estate, dividing it in ccpial shares, for, as in the conjunc- 
tive compound so in the uni-residual form, the conjunction 
.of the two words is expressed. As for what has been said 
(in the Ulitfiksliara), namely, ‘ that it is proper that the 
mother .should succeed in preference to the father, by 
reason of her greater propinquity, inasmuch as the father 
is common to even the sons of the step-mother but the 
mother is not so — that too is not consistent with reason. 
Since thero cannot be greater or lesser propinquity of the 
mother and the father to their offspring ; for although the 
father may beget other sons, still he is equally with the 
mother, the parent of an olfsj)ring ; since causality (of the 
parents in begetting a child) cannot be considered to exist 
separately in each jiarent (but exists jointly in both.) Nor 
can it bo argued that the estate if taken bj the father 
may descend even to stepbrothers, but if obtained by the 
mother, it will go only to the whole brothers ; therefore 
the mother succeeds (in preference to the fathei’). Because 
such propinquity being the standard whereby the succes- 
sion of the brothers and sisters is determined, cannot 
reasonably bo taken to be the criterion for determining 
tho succession of the mother in preference to the father ; 
and because propinquity is of no consequence in this case, 
where co-equality is expressed by the uni-rcsidual com- 
pound which is an exceptional form of the conjunctive com- 
pound. Indeed where the question concerning the order 
(of succession) arises, there propinquity determines the 
order, and not otherwise. Hence the right of the parents 
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being co-equal the^ shall take in equal shares the estate 
of a i^on without issue. This is maintained by Srfkara. 
But it is not reasonable. For the joint succession of the 
father and the mother cannot take effect, inasmuch as the 
independent right of each of them appears from the texts — 
“ The father shall take the estate of a soilless person,”— 
and — “ Indeed the mother shall take the estate of a person 
who departs for heaven without leaving male issue just 
as when it appears that rice or barley is’a means (of some- 
thing) independently of each other, it does not follow that 
their mixture has the same effect. Some (commentators) 
say that the mother is entitled to succeed first, because 
she confers a greater amount of benefit by bearing the 
child by nursing it and by the like acts, and because it 
it is laid down that, — “ The mother is entitled to reverence 
a thousand times more than the father.” This too is 
nothing; since the father also confers benefits in vari- 
ous ways, by performing the initiations, by furnishing the 
means of maintenance, <&c., and since it is contrarily laid 
down that — “ Of these again the father is superior, be- 
cause the seed is declared to be superior.” If the reverence 
alone due to a person had had any effect in determining the 
succession, then the spiritual preceptor would have suc- 
ceeded even in preference to the father, inasmuch as it is 
declared that — “ Of the parent and the preceptor, of the 
Vedas, the father preceptor is superior ;” and the paternal 
grandfather, the paternal uncle and the like would have 
succeeded in spite of the brother and the brother’s son. 

4. Jimdtavahana, however, says : “ From the term 
‘ the parents’ ox pitarau (pt. 1, sect. 1) it appears that the 
father is first in the order ; since by the radical word 
pitri (whereof the dual number in the nominative case, is 
pitarau) the father is first suggested ; and the dual number 
suggests that the term pitarau is the result of the uni- 
residual compound in which one word has been suppressed, 
but as this compound cannot reasonably be taken to be 
one of two similar words, (meaning two fathers) therefore 
in conformity with what has been declared by Vishnu, 
Manu and others, it is ascertained to be one of two dis- 
similar words ; and then the mother is suggested. Hence 
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what is said by Srikara, namely, that * the mental appre* 
hension of an order (of succession) can take place only 
when there is an expression of such order, hence the 
expression of order being wanting, the apprehension (of 
the same) cannot take place’ ; and the reyerse order as 
maintained by Viju&nesvara — are not consistent with 
reason.” 


5. Hence when there is difference as to the order to 
be reasonably deduced from the term pitarau or ' the 
parents,’ the order as declared in the text of Brihadvishnu 
ought to be accepted. And in that text it is first said 
that ‘ it devolves on daughters,’ and it is then stated that 
' if there be none, it belongs to the father ; if he be dead, 
it goes to the mother.’ The author of the Mitkksliark, 
however, certainly manifests a great deal of thoughtless* 
ness when ho first of all cites this text of Brihadvishnu, 
adopting the above reading, and then relying upon mere 
reason contrary to it, concludes that among the parents 
the mother succeeds in preference to the father. The 
daughter’s son again being included in the category of 
* daughters’ has not separately been mentioned by Brihad* 
vishnu, therefore it is to be observed that the default of 
daughters indicates the default of the daughter’s son also. 
Hence the conclusion arrived at by many commentators 
such as the authors of the Smritichandrikk, the Mada* 
naratna, the Kalpataru, the Ratnlikara and the Pkrijdta, 
is that it is only in default of the father that the mother 
succeeds to the estate of a son without male issue. 

V^chaspati, however, reads the text of Brihadvistinu 
in the following way, namely, — ‘ if there be none, it goes 
to the mother ; if she be dead it belongs to the father’ — 
and thus comes to the same conclusion as in the Mitkk- 
shara. But this is undoubtedly erroneous, as this reading 
is not met with in any other work. 

6. Also the argument in the Mitdkshar^, namely, 
as the word * mother’ stands first in the phrase whereof 

the uni*residual compound is the result ’’.—is said to be 
erroneous ; for the rule that the term ‘ mother ’ must stand 
first, is not applicable to the phrase which is reduced to 
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the compound, since tliat rule is laid down by grammari- 
ans with regard to the compound, but not in respect of the 
plirase to which the compound is resolvable. We now 
proceed to remove this and other objections raised by 
others against the reason assigned by Vijnanesvara. The 
proposition, however, that a conjunctive compound signi- 
fies simultaneously the sense of the component words, has 
been refuted at great length in the Bdrtika and the 
Tantraratna while dealing with the subject of the con- 
struction of sentences. But as regards the construction 
with any other word in the sentence, tJie conjunction of 
the component words is grammatically conveyed by the 
conjunctive compound ; hencean the passage, “ the parents 
fpiiarm) are heirs,” although the grammatical construction 
(of ‘ the parents’ with the other words) is simultaneous, 
still there can be no defect in the sentence even if there 
be in reality an order between the two parents. This 
being admitted by Srlkara and all others, all this may be 
solved. Now since in the forms (of the compound) other 
than the uni-residual one, namely, m&Upitarau and ni&tara- 
pitaraii or ‘ tlie mother and the father,’ tlio term mother 
takes its place first ; and since, if the complete and the 
uni-residual forms of the conjunctive compound had not 
been capable of conveying the same idea, tlio optional use 
of either form would not have been directed ; therefore it 
sliould be admitted that by the uni-residual form also, tho 
same idea is conveyed in the same order. And although 
tho rule is not authoritatively laid down that tho term 
‘ mother’ must stand first in the phrase into which the 
compound is resolvable, yet it is certainly established by 
the uniform practice of all commentators ; since nowhere 
is the compound pitarau found resolved into the phrase ‘ the 
father as well as the mother,’ but always into the phrase 
‘ the mother as well as the father,’ Hence by reason of 
the maxim that ‘ even a minute distinction may lead to a 
conclusion,’ this too may effect tho determination (of 
the order of succession). It may be that what has been 
said by the author of the Mitaksharfi is with this intention. 

Although the causality of the parents in the produc- 
tion of a child does not sepai-ately exist in each parent, 
still the greater propinquity of tho mother, deduced fim 
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the^considoratioi) that the father may be a common parent 
to other sons but the mother is not so, — has been said 
(by Vijnanesvara) with reference to that consideration 
alone. There are certainly the attributes of (the one’s) 
being common and (the other’s) being not common, arising 
from relationship and consisting (respectively) in the 
tardiness and the facility of realizing the notions conveyed 
by the (correlative) terms (father and mother) ; for it is so 
felt. 

‘ When no order is indicated by the grammatical 
meaning of the passage, wherefore then is an order in fact 
assumed ?’ — This argument of Srikara, however, which the 
authors of the Smritichandrika, &c. also had to meet, is 
refuted on the ground that an enquiry into the order 
arises, inasmuch as the independent right (of each of the 
parents) is laid down in other texts. 

7. All that remains is the conflict with the text of 
Brihadvishnu, which it is difficult to answer. That also 
we proceed to reconcile as far as we are able to do. Now 
we find that* there are conflicting texts establishing the 
comparative reverence due to the father and to the mother. 
These must be reconciled by referring them to different 
cases. Thus, the following texts and others to the same 
effect establish that higher reverence is due to the mother ; 
vie . — “ The preceptor of the Vedas ten times more than 
the tutor, the father hundred times more than the precep- 
tor, but the mother a thousand times more than the father, 
is entitled to reverence,” — and — “ The mother is entitled 
to a greater degree of piety by reason Of her bearing the 
child and nursing it” : while |exts of Smriti, such as — Of 
these two, again, the father is superior, because the seed 
is declared to be superior,” — and facts like the following 
related in the Purknas, namely — ^that Parasurkma, in com- 
pliance with the order of his father, beheaded his mother, 
and that Rkma, although prevented by Kausalya (his 
mother) did, in obedience to the command of his father, 
renounce the throne and retire to the forest, — show that 
higher reverence is .due to the father. 

And the way in which these may be reconciled is this : 
When the father is endowed with all the qualities entitling 



Sec. 7.3 


PARTITION OF HEBITAQB. 


191 


him to the greatest veneration, as is described in texts 
like the following one of Yoglsvara, namely, — “ A father 
is entitled to the highest veneration, who having performed 
the initiatory ceremonies, instructs the son in the Vedas 
and when the mother is devoid of all those virtues which 
constitute chastity, such as obedience to the husband : 
then, of these the father is entitled to higher respect than 
the mother. If, however, tbe mother is like Arundhatf, 
endowed with all the virtues of chastity, and the father is 
merely the progenitor ; then in such a case the mother 
is indeed entitled to greater respect than the father. Like- 
wise, from the story of Chirakkrikk in the Mahhbhkrata 
also, this distinction appears as the purport of that story. 
Hence in this instance also, the succession to the estate of 
a son without male issue, which, as laid down in the texts 
of Manu and other sages, appears to devolve in the first 
instance to the mother according to some (texts), and to 
the father agreeably to others, — ought properly to be 
reconciled in this way alone. Thus, Manu says, — “ The 
mother shall obtain the property of a son without male 
issue, and if the mother be dead, then the father’s mother 
shall take the estate Vrihaspati says, — “ The mother 
shall take the estate of a deceased son who leaves neither 
widow nor son, or a brother (shall take) by her permis- 
sion again Manu says, — “ Tne father or the brothers 
alone shall take the estate of one leaving no male issue 
the text of Brihadvishnu, cited before, lays down that if 
there be none, it belongs to the father ; jf he be dead, it 
goes to the mother and in the text of Xogfsvara is used 
the term parents,” which, according to Vijnanesvara, 
signifies * first the mother and aflCr her the father,’ and 
according to others, the joint succession of both the pa- 
rents, or the priority of the father. There being this diver- 
sity, (the reconciliation is, that) the mother succeeds in 
preference to the father, if she be entitled to greater 
reverence than the father ; but she is postponed to the 
father, if she be entitled to lesser reverence than the father. 
And it is reasonable that a mother who confers greater 
benefits than a father who does not provide with the means 
of maintenance and the like, should take the estate ; and 
that a father who furnishes with the means of maintenance 
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and the like, and consequently renders the greatest benefit 
by rearing and by providing with the means of subsistence 
for life, should take tlie estate (in preference to the mother). 
It should be particularly noticed by the learned, that it is 
thus that all the texts and all the commentaries become 
reconciled. 


PART V. 


§ 1. — Succession of brothers. 2. — Of whole brothers and half brothers. 

On failure of the parents the brothers take the estate. 

Although it appears from the text of Sankha and 
Paithfnasi, namely, — “ The wealth of a sonless person 
who departs for heaven goes to the brothers ; if there be 
none, let the parents take &c.” — and from the text of 
Mann, namely, — “ Or the brothers alone’’ — that the bro- 
thers succeed in preference to the father ; and it appears 
from the text of Manu, namely, — “ And if the mother too 
be dead, the father’s mother shall take the estate” — that 
the paternal grandmother is entitled to succeed in pre- 
ference to the brothers : still in order to avoid a conflict 
with the texts of Yogisvara and Brihad Vishnu which lay 
down the order of succession, it is to be held that the 
above texts lay down merely their right of inheritance ; 
and that with a view to intimate that there is no con- 
flict with the above order, Manu and Paithfnasi employ 
the term ‘ or’ thus, “ oj^the brothers alone” and “ or let 
the senior wife take ;” otherwise, if they were heirs of 
equal position the use of the particle ‘ or* would be ex- 
tremefy unreasonable. This is the opinion of the author 
of the Mit&kshard and of many others. 

But the author of the Kalpataru says : — When there 
pe the widow and a brother, then the chaste widow who 
is competent to perform the funeral obsequies and the 
like, succeeds first ; but one who is not so, succeeds after 
a brother and the father : but when there are the father 
and a brotheri then the property which was acquired by 
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the father, grandfather &c., and which on partition was 
allotted to the son, goes to the parents if the son dies 
without male issue ; but the property which was acquired 
by him without using paternal propertjr devolves on th i 
brother notwithstanding the parents. 

But it appears to me that in the text of 3[anu, 
namely, — “ if uie mother too bo dead, tlio fathci*’s mother 
shall take the estate” — and in the text of Sankha and 
Paithfnasi, namely, — “ if there be none, let the parents 
take” — and in the text of Devala, namely, — “Then the 
uterine brothers shall divide (amongst themselves) the 
heritage of one leaving no male issue ; or else the equal 
daughters ; or else the surviving father ; the brothers of 
the same class, the mother or the widow, agreeably to 
their order ; in default of all those, those kinsmen fkuhjusiJ 
wdio dwell together shall take” — oi’dor is expressed by the 
terms ‘ dead’ ‘ in bis default’ and ‘ agreeably to their 
oi'der.’ Hence it is not at all a perfect reconciliation to 
say that the texts of Yogisvara and Vishnu being alone 
declaratory of the order of succession, and the otiior texts 
being intended to show merely the right of inlicritanco, 
no objection can arise from the assignment of positions 
(to these heirs) in the latter texts, contrary to those in 
the previous ones. But as in the instance of the wife’s sojt 
and others, the conflicting order expressed in the texts of law 
has been reconciled with reference to their posses.3ion or 
want of good qualities and to their friendliness or ani- 
mosity towards the legitimate ('aurasaj son ; so hero too 
in the chapter on Partition of Heritage, the description of 
the sons &c. conferring benclits upon the fatiier t&c., or tho 
description of tho possession or want of good <pialities, can 
have no other object, like the description of comparative 
propinquity. Plenco any conflict of texts with regard to 
the order of succession is to be reconciled with refcronco 
to the possession or want of good qualities, and to tho 
greatness or smallness of benefits conferred upon tho pro* 
prietor. Any other reconciliation is not acceptable as 
being imperfect. Similarly in any instance in tuo sequel. 
Thus every thing is consistent, 

2. Amongst the brothers also, first the uterine bro* 
25 
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thers (succeed). Because it is laid down by Manu in the 
text, — To the nearest aapinda the inheritance next be* 
longs” — and by Vrihaspati in the text — “ When one has 
many jndtis (or kinsmen,) as well as bdndhavas ; he 

who is nearest among these shall take -the estate of one 
leaving no male issue” — that the greatness of propinquity 
is alone the criterion (of succession) in the absence of 
special provision ; and the reqaoteness of half brothers is 
caused by their mother. But the term ‘ brothers’ being 
used without any qualification, the half brothers succeed 
in default of uterine brothers. This is clearly stated by 
the author of the Sangraha, thus, — “ If there be two 
classes of brothers, namely, whole brothers and half 
brothers ; then the whole brothers take the estate not. 
withstanding the half brothers.” 

Thus ends the succession of brothers. 


PART VI. 


§ 1. — Succession of the brother's son. 2. — ^Uterine brother's son succeeds 
in preference to a half brother’s son. 

1. In default of brothers, ‘ their sons’, t. «., the bro- 
thers’ sons are heirs. Nor can it be said that since by the 
term ^ likewise’ in the passage ‘ likewise, their spns,’ similar- 
ity between the brothers and the brothers’ sons is indi* 
cated ; and since it has been declared that — “ Among 
those, however, whose fathers are different, the allotment 
of shares is according to the fathers — therefore on fail- 
ure of the parents, let them both jointly take the estate. 
Because, for fear of a conflict with the text of Vishnu, the 
term * likewise’ is to be taken to convey the same mean- 
ing as the term ‘ and.’ Oherwise, as the term ‘ likewise’ 
might as well be construed with what precedes, wherefore 
could not the joint succession of the parents and brothers 
take place ? If it be said that it does not take place by 
reason of its conflict with the text of Vishnu — the same 
may be said in this instance as well. And the meaning 
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of the text, Among those, however, M'hose fathers are 
different &c.” — is this : when on the death of a brother 
their right takes effect, i. e. when any brother dies with- 
out leaving male issue and the riglit of all the surviving 
brothers accrues to the estate left by him, but if prior to 
the partition of the estate any one amongst these also die, 
then his sons would have become entitled to equal shares 
with their uncles, but (agreeably to the above text) they 
are all to take that share only which their father would 
have taken on partition, and not each a share equal to that 
of an uncle. Because, while a brother is alive, his sons 
have no right to the estate of their uncle ; since it is de- 
clared in the text of Yogfsvara that “ in the absence of the 
preceding one, every succeeding one is heir and since 
in the text of Vishnu, namely,- — “ On their default it goes 
to the brothers’ sons,” — ^the failure of brothers is expressed, 
as the pronoun. ‘ their’ relates to the term ‘ brothers.’ 

2. Amongst the brothers’ sons also, the sons of the 
uterine brothers, by reason of their greater propinquity, 
succeed in the first instance ; in their default, the sons of 
half brothers. And this is reasonable ; because a sou of a 
half brother presents the pin<la to the (deceased) proprie- 
tor’s father and to his own paternal grandmother, omit- 
ting the proprietor’s mother, therefore he being inferior to 
a uterine brother’s son succeeds after him. Nor can it be 
argued that inasmuch as the three ancestors together with 
their wives are the objects to whom the funeral oblations 
are addressed, therefore the rival mother and the like also 
are included. Because the terms * mother’ and the like 
signify primarily one’s own parent, the father’s parent, 
and the grandfather’s parent ; and these as such are de- 
clared to be the objects to whom oblations are offered ; 
thus, it is ordained, — “ The mother partakes of the funeral 
oblations consisting of food with her own husband ; also 
the paternal grandmother with her own, and with her 
own the paternal great-grandmother.” The offering of 
oblations to the rival mother and the like, rather follows 
from what is declared in the text, viz. — “ Those men as 
also women who die without male issue ; to them also 
should be offered oblations addressed to a single indivi- 
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dual, but not such oblations as are pi'esonted on parva oc- 
casions.” Jlosidcs, all persons beginning with the son are 
coini)otent to ])crform the ceremony of the srdddha in honor 
of the forefathers with their wives, and there are not 
always the rival mother and the like, therefore it is rea- 
sonable to hold that the rule of pre.‘icnting oblations to the 
ancestors with their wives includes only the mother and 
the like, so that there might not be the objection of uniting 
Avhat is constant with what is accidental. 

Thus cuds the succession of brothers’ sons. 


PART V 1 1. 


§ 1. — Of tho gentiles ; its meaning as in the Mitakshara. 2. — The same 
as in the Suiritichaiulnka and Odj abliaga. 3. — Criticized. 4. — Gen- 
tiles consist of the sa^nndas and sumanodakais ; these terms explained. 
5. — Cognates ; three descriptions ; maternal uncle &c. 6. — Preceptor 

and pupil. 7. — Fellow-student. 8. — The king. 9. — The Brdh- 
inauas. 

1. On failure of tho brothers’ sons, (the heirs arc) the 
‘ gentiles’ fyotrajasj who are to bo taken to be other than 
tlio fatlier, tho brother and his son that have been previ- 
ously set forth, by reason of the rule of ^ the bulls and the 
beeves.’ 

Vijn^nesvara says: — The gentiles are the paternal 
grandmother, the sapindas (or persons of the same family 
or gotra connected through the pinda or body), and the 
saindnodakas, (or persons of the same family other than 
tho sapindas). Of these tho paternal grandmother succeeds 
in the first instance. ' Although it would appear from the 
text of Manu, namely, — “ when tho mother too is dead, 
the father’s mother shall take tho estate,” — that the suc- 
cession uf the paternal grandmother takes place immedi- 
ately after the mother; still she cannot reasonably be 
placed between tho settled scries of heirs from the parents 
to the nephew : and there is no reason for postponing hor 
further, in spite of her superiority (as set forth in the text 
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of Manu) : henco it is onljr after lior that the paternal 
grandfather and other gentiles succeed. 

2. On this subject the author of the Smritichandrika 
says:- — The term gentiles ov gointjas (or those descended 
from th^^ofr« or family), being a uni-residual comjiound 
of siinilar terms, denotes males only, but not females. 
For a term is taken to bo an uni-residual compound of 
dissimilar terms, when it is shown to bo so by the jMirjiort 
as understood from other evidence such as the association 
with another sentence, just as in the jiassago, “ llring two 
chickens, which will make a pair but there is no such evi- 
dence in the present instance. On the contrary, the associa- 
tion with the terms brother’s sons &c. shows that the male 
gentiles alone arc intended. Besides, the succession of the 
widow, the daughters and the like being specially laid down, 
the text of Sruti, namely, — “ Therefore women are devoid of 
the senses, and incompetent to inherit” — may be explained 
to refer to othci’ women than these (with regard to whoso 
succession there are sjiocial provisions) ; but in the case of 
the gentiles and so forth, the supjiosition of the term being 
a uni-residual compound of dissimilar terms ought rather 
to bo rejected, in order to avoid a conflict with that text. 
Accordingly, while explaining the text of il'pastamba, 
namely, — “ The father during his life may divide the 
heritage among the sons,” — the commentator says, ‘ may 
divide the heritage among the sons onl}'^, not among the 
daughters, they being females’ ; and then goes on to say, — 
Although here the term ‘ sons’ may be made to include 
■ daughters, by considering the term ‘ sons’ to be a uni- 
residual compound of sons and daughters, upon the au- 
thority of the Aphorism of IVinini, namely, — “ The terms 
brother and son (may be compounded in the uni-residual 
form) with the terms sister and daughter” (respectively) ; 
yet the males are heirs and not the females, by reason of 
the following text of Sruti, — “ Therefore women are de- 
void of the senses, and incompetent to inherit.” I'he in- 
tention of the commentator is, that although there is au- 
thoiity for taking the term ‘sons’ to bo a uni-residual 
compound of dissimil ar terms, still in the instance under 
consideration, it is not taken to be so, by reason of conflict 
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with the text of Sruti and by reason of the absence of any- 
thing suggesting that purport. 

Also Jfmiitavdliana says: — ^And Yajnavalkya makes 
use of the term gotrajas or gentiles for the purpose of show- 
ing that the daughters’ sons of the father &c., who are 
descended from the same gotra, become heirs in the order 
of their nearness with reference to the offering of obla- 
tions ; also for the purpose of excluding the wives of sa~ 
pindas, they being not sprung from the same gotra. Ac- 
cordingly Baudh&yana, having in the previous text, said, 
“ a woman is entitled to,” declares, — “ Not to the heritage, 
since a text of the Sruti ordains, ‘ women are devoid of the 
senses, and incompetent to inherit.’ ” The construction is 
that a woman is not entitled to the heritage. Tho suc- 
cession of the widow and the like is not opposed (to the 
above interpretation) inasmuch as that is expressly de- 
clared. 


3. That is not good. Since in the texts of Mann 
and others, cited before, the succession of the paternal 
grandmother has expressly been laid down ; therefore even 
if the text of Yogfsvara be, consistently with those texts, 
considered to include her by taking the term gentiles or 
grotajd$ to be a uni-residual compound of dissimilar terms, 
there would be no conflict with the (above mentioned) 
Sruti which may be held to refer to women other than the 
paternal grandmother. 

Jfmfltav^hana, however, does, in that part of his work 
where he deals with tho mother’s succession, say, — “ The 
paternal gradmother’s succession takes place after the pa- 
ternal grandfather and before the grandfather’s descendants, 
like the mother’s succession after the father. The succes- 
sion of the paternal grandfather and grandmother has not 
been separately propounded by Ydjnavalkya, inasmuch as 
the same is virtually declared by showing the mother’s 
succession.” But in tl^is part of his work, he says, — “ The 
term goiraja has been used for the purpose of exclud- 
ing the wives of the aapindett.^^ Thus he fails to observe 
that he contradicts himself. For in'the text of Yogfsvara, 
the absence of express mention of the paternal grandmo- 
ther is the same as that of the wives of the paternal uncle 
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&c. ; SO the text of Srati, decl&ring incompetency to inherit 
is as well applicable to the paternal grandmother as to the 
wives of the paternal uncle. 

Agreeably, however, to the interpretation put upon 
the text of Sruti*, viz. — “ Therefore women are devoid of 
the senses &c. — by the venerable Vidykranya, which has 
previously been cited (p. 175), this text does not at all 
prohibit women’s right of succession : so there can neither 
be a doubt (as to their competency to inherit) nor an an- 
swer (to such doubt). But it should be remarked that 
how can that interpretation be accepted when it is in 
conflict with the text of Baudhayana ? For although the 
term indriya may be taken in any of its acceptations, still 
there is nothing else (in the text of Sruti) to support 
women’s incompetency to inherit, and it cannot be held 
that the text of Sruti has nothing in it to support the 
position that women are not entitled to inherit ; hence it 
cannot but be held that the text of Sruti does prohibit 
women’s right of succession, inasmuch as otherwise the 
quotation (by Baudhayana) of that text as establishing 
the position would be unreasonable : just as in the instance, 
'rWefore an unknown embryo being killed (a man be- 
comes) murderer of a Brkhma^a.” ' 

4. On failure of the paternal grandmother, the paternal 
grandfather and the other sapindas of the same gotra are 
heirs; since sapindas (or persons connected through 
the pinda or body) of a different gotra are included under 
the term handhu or ‘ cognates.’ 

Among these also, in default of the father’s descend- 
ants, the paternal grandmother, the paternal grandfather, 
the paternal uncles and their sons become heirs in their 
order ; in default of the paternal grandfather’s descend- 
ants, the paternal great grandmother, the paternal great- 
grandfather, his (paternal grandfather’s ?)_ brothers and 
their sons ; similarly to the seventh (degree) the sapindas 
of the same gotra take the estate of a person without male 
issue. 

On failure of the sapindas ^ the samdnodahas (succeed). 
They comprise seven (degrees) above the sapindas, or all 
whose birth (from the same gotra) and (family) name are 
known. Thus Manu says,—** The sapinda (or consan- 
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guino) relationship, however, ceases in tlie seventh genera- 
tion, but the samdnodaka relationsliip extends up to tho 
fourteenth (generation), or as some affirm to those whoso 
birth and name are known. The term gotra signifies these 
(«.«., the and the It has already 

been shown that, in the text of Vishnu (p. 142) the term 
bandhtt signifies a sapinda, and the term sakulga means a 
sagotra. The samdnodakas also become heirs in the order 
of propinquity. 

5. On failure of the samlnodakas the ‘ cognates’ or 
landhns are heirs. Tlie cognates are of three descriptions ; 
tho cognates of a man himself, the cognates of the father, 
and the cognates of the mother. To this eflect is the 
following passage of tho Smriti, — “ One’s father’s sister’s 
sons, one’s mother’s sister’s sons and one’s maternal uncle’s 
sons aro to bo known one’s own cognates ; the fatlier’s 
father’s sister’s sons, tho father’s mother’s sister’s sons 
and the father’s maternal uncle’s son are to bo known tho 
father’s cognates ; tlio mother’s father’s sister’s sons, the 
mother’s mother’s sister’s sons and the mother’s maternal 
uncle’s sons are to be known tho mother’s cognates.” 

Amongst these also the order is, that, by reason of 
greater propinquity, first one’s own cognates, after them 
the father’s cognates, and after them the mother’s cog- 
nates. 

In the text of Manu, namely, — “In their default, a 
$akulga, or the preceptor, or a pupil (becomes heir),”. 
— the term saktdga includes the sugotras fsapindas ?J 
and samdnodakas., tho maternal uncle and the like, and 
the three classes of cognates. Also in tho text of Yogfs- 
vara the term ‘ cognates’ or bandhu comprises also the 
matenial uncle. Otherwise, the exclusion of the maternal 
uncle and the like w'ould be the result. And it would 
be extremely improper that their sons are heirs, but they 
themselves though nearer are not heirs. 

6. In default of tho cognates, tho preceptor is hoir. 
Although the- preceptor is not mentioned in tho text of 
Yogisvara, still tho pupil has been mentioned; and it 
ought, by reason of propriety, to be held that the precep. 
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tor who is superior to him and nearer, is implied. Because 
tlie succession of a pupil on failure of tho preceptor is 
expressly declared by Manu in tho text, — “ or tho ]U'ocop- 
tor or a pupil,” and by A'pastamba in tho text, — “ If there 
be no male issue, tho nearest sapindn iiiliorits ; in tlicir 
default, the preceptor ; failing him, a pupil.” 

7. On failure of a pupil, the fellow student takes the 
estate ; that is, he who received his investiture and educa- 
tion from the same preceptor. 

8. If there bo no fellow students, tho king shall take 
excepting tho estate of a Brkhmaiia, by reason of tlio text 
of Vasishtha, cited before, which, after declaring tho suc- 
cession of all down to tho pupil, says, — “ in his default, it 
goes to tho king excepting tho property of a T ihtnana,” 
— and by reason of tho text of Manu, namely, — “ In do-- 
fault of all those, however, the property shall go to such 
Brahmanas, as are versed in the three Vedas, as aro pure 
in body and mind and as have subdued their passions : 
thus, religious merit is not lost. Tho in'opcrty of a Biiih. 
maga shall never bo taken by tho king : this is the settled 
law. But the wealth of tho other classes, on failure of all 
(heirs,) tho king may take.” 

9. In default of all down to the fellow student, tho 
wealth of a Brahmana is taken first by a srolry/a or such a 
Brahmana as is versed in the Vedas ; fiiiling him, by any 
Brahmana. Thus Gautama says, — “ The srotriyas shall take 
the estate of a BrdhmaDa leaving no male issue.” But any 
Brdhmana succeeds, as in the text of Manu the term Brah- 
mana is used without any qualification. It is also declared 
by Ntlrada,— “ If there bo no heir of a Brahmana’s wealth, 
on his demise, it must bo given to a Brahmana. Other- 
wise the king is tainted with sin.” 
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PART VIII. 


§ 1. — Suoeewion to the property of a hermit, &e . ; the text of Yajnavalkya 
explained. 2. — An objection stated and answered. 

• 

1. With reference to the estate left by a hermit, &c., 
an exceptional rule, excluding the (ordinary) heirs such as 
the son and tlie rest also the wife and the like, is pro- 
pounded by Yogisvara, thus, — “ The heirs of a hermit 
\v&napraiiha or one who has entered the third order of life), 
or an ascetic {yati or one desirous of mokaha or liberation 
from transmigration) and of a student (brahmacMri), are, in 
their order, the preceptor, the virtuous pupil and the 
spiritual brother resident in the same holy place.” 

The term ‘student’ here, by reason of its association 
with the term ‘ ascetic,’ means a lifelong student (t. e, one 
who has taken a vow to remain a student for life and not 
to enter into a married life) : hence the estate of a person 
who has been leading the temporary life of a student 
(which every twice- bom is enjoined to lead before be- 
coming a householder) devolves on the parents and the 
like in the specified order, for such a person cannot have 
heirs from a son down to a daughter’s son. 

The order mentioned in the above text is to be under- 
stood to be the inverse one. Accordingly the wealth of a 
deceased student goes to the preceptor ; of an ascetic, to 
the virtuous pupil ; of a hermit, to the spiritual brother 
resident in the same holy place. 

The spiritual brother is one adopted as a brother ; 
the term holy place signifies a hermitage, hence resident 
in the same holy place, means, resident in the same her- 
mitage j the meaning is, one who is a spiritual brother as 
well as is resident in the same holy place. 

The virtuousness of a pupil, however, does not mean 
good conduct. For the exclusion from inheritance, of 
even the son and the rest, whose conduct is bad, is esta- 
blished by other autbority. And that wiU be mentioned. 
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J?ut it is to bo taken to consist in the capacity for under- 
standing lectures on psychology, digesting the same and 
following its doctrines in practice. 

The author of the Madanaratna, however, having 
cited the text of Vishnu, namely, — “ The preceptor shall 
take the wealth of a licnnit {vdnapmstha), or the pupil,”— 
and tliinking tlio order (inontioncd in YSjnavalkya’s text) 
to bo direct and not inverse, says that in default of the 
pi*eceptor tlio pupil takes tlie wealth of a hermit. 

2. If it bo said : — It being established that the life- 
long student and others have no concern with property, 
in texts like the following one of Vasishtha, namely, — 
“ They who have entered into another order, are debarred 
from sliarcs,” — the declaration, in the above text of Yfijna- 
valkya, of the succession to their estate is not proper. Nor 
can it be argued that although their right of taking the 
heritage is forbidden by Vasishtha and others, still the 
above text establishes the right of succession to their 
property acquired by other means. Since it is ordained 
that, “ A student and an ascetic botli are owners of the 
prepared food (and of nothing else),” and since acceptance 
and the like (means of acquisition) are prohibited to stu- 
dents, and since the saving of property by an ascetic is 
prohibited in the text (of Gautama), namely, — “ A men- 
dicant 4iall have no hoard.” 

The answer is, that it is not tenable. Since, by 
reason of the text, namely, — “ (The hermit) may make a 
hoard of things sufficient for a day, a month, six months 
oj.’ a year ; and in the month of A'svina ho should give 
away what has been collected,” — a hermit has certainly 
some property sufficient for food, &c. ; the ascetic too has 
something such as clothes, books, &c., by reason of the 
text, — “ An ascetic should wear elothes to cover his privy 
paits, and take the requisites for austerities (//o^a)and the 
sandals ;” the lifelong student also must have clothes and 
the like for the protection of his body. Hence the ques- 
tion occurring, who is to take these things belonging to 
them, after their death ? the above licirs are declared to 
the exclusion of other heirs. 



CHAPTER IV. 


RE-UNION. 

§ 1. — Equal distribution. 2. — Self-acquired property. 3. — With wliom 
re-union may be formed. 4. — Succession to re-united property ; two 
couplets of Ydjnavalkya explained ; Manu cited. 6. — Interpretation 
by Srikara. 6. — Same as in the Smritichandrika. 7.— -Same by Sula- 
pani. 8. — Same as in the Dayatattva. 9. — The wife’s succession. 
10. — The Sister. 11. — The Snpindas, &c. 12. — Sons re-united or 
not, equally succeed ; an exception regarding a son born after parti- 
tion. 13. — Maintenance of the wife and daughters ; the marriage of 
the latter. 

1. Now the partition of re-united property is consi- 
dered. 

On that subject, Manu says, — “ Should those, who 
dwell together after having been separated, again divide 
their property; in that case the distribution shall.. be 
equal ; there is no deduction for seniority.” Here, al- 
though it follows from tho very restriction laying down 
equal distribution, that tho mode of unequal division is to 
be rejected ; still tho passage “ there is no deduction for 
seniority,” is added in order to show that only'the un- 
equal distribution caused by seniority, &c., does not take 
place, but that there is certainly unequal division on 
account of the union of greater and less property. 

Some, however, say that the unequal distribution 
owing to seniority, &c., must be madtf of the augmented 
portion (if any) of the re-united property ; but the divi- 
sion of the re-united property must be equal : with a view 
to indicate this the portion “there is no deduction for 
seniority” — has been added. 

This is not tenable. For a distinction like this does 
not appear from the above text, since, from the passage 
“ in that case the distribution shall be equal,” — it appears 
that the restriction as to equality is applicable to the 
accession also. 
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2. Just as in the partition of undivided property, 
so also in the partition of re-united property, the imparti- 
bility of what has been acquired by science, &c.,. without 
using re-unitcd property, would equally have been the 
rule; but an exceptional rule has been laid down by 
Vrihaspati, thus,— “ But if any one of the re-united co- 
heirs acquire property by science, heroism, &c., two 
shares shall be allotted to him, the rest shall bo equal 
sharers.” 

3. Many are of opinion that re-union may bo formed 
only with the father, &c., but not with any otlif'r, by 
reason of the text of Vrihaspati cited before, namely, — 
“ He, who being once separated dwells again through 
affection together with the father, brother or paternal 
uncle is called re-united.” 

But wo have shown at great length that the enumera- 
tion of the father, &c., is illustrative (not exhaustive). 

4. Just as in the case of partition among undivided 
co-heirs, so also among those that are re-united, if any ono 
die before partition is made, his sons shall take and divide 
amongst themselves their paternal share, by reason of the 
text, — “ Among those whose fathers are dead (different ?) 
the allotment of shares is according to their fathers.” 

But if any one of the re-unitcd co-heirs die without 
leaving male issue, then the succession to his estate would 
have devolved on the wife, &c., by reason of the text, — • 
“ The wife and the daughters also, &c. ;” but in continu- 
ation of the passage “ of a sonless deceased person,” (occur- 
ring in that text) an exceptional rule is laid down by Yogis- 
vara in the following text, namely, — “ But of a re-united 
(co-heir,) a re-united (coparcener shall keep the share, 
when he is deceased or deliver it if born).” The term 
‘ but’ shows that it forms an exception to what precedes. 
Thus the meaning is, that the estate of a re-united co-heir 
dying without male issue shall be taken by a re-united co- 
heir alone, and not by the wife or the like. Hence, Jfmd- 
tavahana must be considered to have erred, who inter- 
prets the text to be applicable when, among the series of 
heirs to the estate of a sonless person beginning with the 
wife, the l^rothers’ right takes effect. 
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To this rule again, an exception is propounded (in 
the latter part of the above text), — “ But of a uterine 
brother, a uterine brother, shall keep the share when he 
is deceased, or deliver it if. born.” This is to be construed 
with the preceding portion, namely, — “ Of a re-united, a 
re-united.” Accordingly the meaning is as follows: A 
re-united uterine brother shall deliver the share of a 
re-united uterine brother, if born, t. e., if he is bom in the 
shape of a son, that is to say, shall deliver it to his son ; 
or shall keep, i. e., shall himself take the share (of a re- 
united uterine brother) when he is deceased, i. e., not 
living even in the shape of the son, grandson, or great- 
grandson. If this text were interpreted without constru- 
ing it with the two terms that precede, then it would bo 
opposed to the fact of this text forming an exception to 
what precedes, which follows by force of the term ‘ but.’ 
And it forms an exception to what precedes, in this way : 
when there are a uterine brother and a half brother both 
re-united, in that case the re-united whole brother alone 
is entitled to the property of a re-united uterine brother, 
and not the half brother. 

When, however, a half brother alone is re-united, and 
a whole brother is not so, then they take in equal shares 
the property of a brother without male issue. This is 
declared (by Yogisvara) in the text, — “ But a re-united 
half brother may take the property^, not a half brother 
(not re-united) ; also the (brother) united (through uterus) 
though not re-united may take, not the (united) son of 
a different mother (exclusively.)”^ — Here the term ‘ not 
re-united’ is, like the eye of a crow, connected both with 
the preceding and with the latter part. So the term 
' united ;’ and this term signifies, in the first part, imited 
through the uterus, t. e., a uterine brother ; but in the 
latter part, re-united. The term ‘ exclusively’ is to be 
supplied immediately after the term ‘ son of a different 
mother.’ Hence the meaning of the text is this : A step- 
brother, though not sprung from the same mother, takes 
the property if re-united; but a step-brother does not 
take, if not re- united : therefore, by showing the existence 
and absence of re-union to be the cause respectively of the 
succession and non-succession of a half brother, what is 
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affirmed is, that tlie re-union of a half brother is the sole 
cause of his succession, and not his fraternity alone : like- 
wise ‘ the united,’ i. e., the uterine brother althougli not re- 
united succeeds, and a/oriiori when re-united : and the son 
of a different mother, although united, i. e., re-united shall 
not exclusively take the property, but shall take together 
with a uterine brother though not re-united. The purport 
of the text is this : when the uterine brother is not re- 
united but the half brother is re united, tlicn because of 
the two attributes, namely, being a uterine brother and 
being re-united, each of which constitutes a cause of the 
right of succession, one is present in each, therefore both 
of them take in equal shares the property of a brother 
without male issue: should the uterine brother bo re- 
united, then by reason of the combination of both the 
causes he becomes the preferrable claimant, therefore he 
alone takes the entire estate. 

Although by each of the restrictive rules laid down 
in the above texts of Yogisvara, the inefficacy of the 
other cause of succession is established, still for the sake 
of emphasis the same is expressed over again ; for in both 
ways the same meaning may be expressed. 

The masculine gender in the terms ‘ re-united &c.’ 
(in the above texts of Yogisvara) is not intended to be 
significant. Accordingly Manu declares the right of the 
uterine sisters also to succeed to the property of a re- 
united brother. Thus he, having premised partition among 
the re-united kinsmen, in the text, — “ If those who are 
associated after separation make a partition again ” — goes 
on to say, — “ Of these, if the eldest or the youngest or 
any other be deprived of his share at the distribution, or 
any one of them die, his share shall not be lost ; but his 
uterine Wothers being assembled and united shall divide 
tW equally; also brothers that are united and sisters 
bom of the same mother.” The meaning is: — Among 
re-united brothers, if the eldest, the youngest or the mid- 
dle-most, at the distribution, t. e., at the time of making a 
partition, — ^the termination of the word {jan$aprad&natai,) 
which denotes any case, denotes here the locative case,— 
b# deprived, t. «., oecome disentitled by reason of denada- 
tibn or adoption of an order other than that of the house- 
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holder, Or dies before partition ; his share shall not be lost, 
i. e-i shall be set apart : but it shall be delivered to his male 
issue in the first instance : failing them, the uterine brothers 
though not re-united, being assembled, i. e., if gone to a 
diilcrGnt country returning thence, united, 2 . e., assembled 
together; also brothers, i. half brothers that are united, 
i. e., re-united, and the uterine sisters of the deceased shall 
divide, i. e., take it after division, equally, i. e., without 
inequality. Hero Manu by declaring the succession of the 
uterine brothers and sisters, even, if they are. not re- 
united, and of the half brotf^rs in case they are re-united, 
clearly expresses the very same meaning as is declared by 
Yogis vara. 


5.’ On this Srlkara says : When there are only re- 
united half brothers, then the precept, “ But of a re- 
united (co-heir), a re-united (co-heir) shall keep the share, 
when he is deceased, or deliver it if born” — is indepen- 
dent of any other precept; so is the precept, “But of a 
uterine brother, a uterine brother, &c.,” — when there are 
only uterine brothers not re-united : but, when there are 
both a re-united half brother and a whole brother not 
re-united, if the two precepts bo applicable, then both 
precepts take effect dependently upon each other. But 
it is not right that the same precept be operative indepen- 
dently of, and dependently upon, another precept ; for in 
that case there would be variableness in the precept. 
Just as in the seventh chapter (of the Mfmansk) a differ- 
ent conclusion is made for fear of variableness in the 
precept, which would have been the consequence, had the 
operativeness of the precept, “ in these two the holy fire 
is kiYidled” — ^been .taken, in respect of the two of the four 
sacrifices, to be dependent on the option created by the 
prohibition embodied in the precept, “ the holy fire-place 
IS not made in the vaisvadeva, &c.” ; but independent, in 
respect of the other two sacrifices. Accordingly; when 
there are a half brother re-united and a whole brother not 
re-united, neither of the precepts is applicable ; and it 
would follow that no one could take the estate (there 
being no provision for this case). Hencev.it is to be held 
that the right of a re-united co-heir to succeed to the 
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property of a re-united coparcener, being declared in tho 
text, — “ But of a re-united (co-heir), &c.,” — the latter part, 
vus ., — “ But of a uterine brother, a uterine brother, &c.,” — 
is set forth as forming an exception to that. Hence it 
follows that a half brother though re-united has no right, 
when there is a whole brother altliough not ro-unitod. 

This assertion is the consequence of not studying the 
principles of the topics of construction contained in tho 
MimAnsa. For it is not correct, that there is variableness 
in precept, merely because two precepts, which are 
independently applicable to some cases, become both 
applicable to some other case whore the subjects of both 
(tho precepts) are combined. Since, if it wore so, then 
tho precepts enjoining the bestowal of the whole wealth 
as gratuity to tho priest in the one instance, and no 
gratuity in the other, which are respectively applicable 
independently of each other, if either the priest called 
udgatri, or the one called pratiatolri, singly stumble (in 
passing from one apartment to tho other, at tho celebra- 
tion of tho sacrifice called jgotistoma), — would not bo 
applicable (by reason of variableness, such as is maintained 
by you,) if both those priests should stumble at tho same 
time ; so there would bo no conflict, there being no two 
propositions opposed to each other ; hence tho discussion 
in the topic of stumbling (in the MfmAnsa), must be held 
to be uncalled for. Therefore the variableness in precept 
is, when a precept becomes operative in one instance, in- 
dependently of any opposition of a different precept, and 
in another instance dependcntly of such opposition ; as 
has previously (p. 1 50) been illustrated by the instance of tho 
precept, — “ Here they construct the holy firo-placo, &c.” 
Otherwise, neither of tho two precepts, m., “ Shall touch 
with the hymn called chaturhotr& at the full moon,” and 
“ Shall touch with tho hymn iQXxa.Qdi panchahotri at tho 
new moon” — (in which tho bumt-offering is meant to bo 
the object of touch), — which are severally applicable to 
the sacrifices called up&nsu (which takes place at the full 
moon) and agnisomiya (which takes place at the now moon) 
in the first of which the bumt-offering is curd consecrated 
to Indra, and in the second, milk consocra'tcd to Indra, — 
would be applicable to a sacrifice which takes place both 
27 
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nt tlio full moon and at the new moon, although tho 
burnt-oUcrings are combined. 

As for his own interpretation, namely, that the 
rule, — “ Hut of a uterine brother, &c.”, — is an exception to 
the rule, — “ But of a re-united, &c.” : — that is extremely 
incongruous. For the converse (of the proposition that 
one is an exception to the other) may as well bo asserted, 
there being no criterion for determination ; and the mere 
fact of the one being placed after the other cannot lead 
to that conclusion. Again, the text, — “ But a re-united 
half brother, &c.,” — has been said (by Sn'kara) to bo expla- 
natory of the text, — “ But of a re-united (co-heir), <KC.” 
But to say this, is to say that that text is useless. Besides, 
the text — “ But of a uterine brother, &c.,” — ^bcing ex- 
jdained (by Sn'kara) to exclude a re-united half brother 
when there is a whole brother although not re-united, it is 
not applicable to the case where both a whole brother and 
a half brother are not re-united ; consequently neither of 
them would be heir, or both of them would be equally 
entitled. If it bo said that ^ tho very text, — “ But of a 
uterine brother, &c.,” — is applicable to this case also, then 
tho objection of variableness in the precept may be re- 
torted on you ; for, in one instance it becomes operative 
dependcntly of opposition of the text, — “ But of a re-united 
(co-heir), &c.,” — and in another instance, independently of 
such opposition. Just ns, if tho precept directing the con- 
struction of tho altar at a sncrilico with tho soma plant, 
Avero apidicablo to tho dikshaniffa and the like sacrifices 
(which are pciformcd at the full moon and tho new moon 
and in which soma is employed), in opposition to the precept 
which generally directs the construction of an altar in tho 
darsupaumam&sa sacrifice performed at tho new and the 
full moons, and which extends to the above mentioned 
sacrifices, which are parts of that sacrifice ; then that 
in-ccept would bo o))erative in those sacrifices dependently 
of op[K)sition of the extending precept, and in others in- 
dependently thereof: so there would be variableness in 
the precept ; hence it has been concluded that the precept 
applies to those sacrifices with reference to which there 
is no other precept directing the construction of an 
altar. 
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But agreeably to the mode of interpretation adopted 
by us, the subjects of the two rules (of Yogisvara) being 
different, the objections of uselessness and of variable- 
ness in precept cannot arise. There is no use in spinning 
out the matter. 

6. The author of the Smriticliandrilca, however, 
says : — It appears from the terms ‘ also’, ‘ being assembled’ 
and ‘ united* in the text of Manu, viz., — “ Of these, if tlie 
eldest or the youngest &c.” — that the uterine brother and 
si-ster and the re-united half brother are jointly entitled to 
succeed : but it appears from the text of Yogisvara, that a 
half brother is not entitled to succeed when there is a 
re-united whole brother : hence there is a conflict between 
these two texts. With a view to avoid this conflict, some 
explain the text of Manu in the following way: That 
unlost share shall be taken by those uterine brothers 
alone that arc re-united, and not also by such uterine 
brothers as are not re-united ; failing a re-united whole 
brother, all the uterine brothers, 'being assembled’, t. e., 
meeting together, and ‘united’, i. with equal promi- 
nence, shall divide it ‘equally’, *. e., in equal shares; 
in default of the uterine brothers, the uterine sisters ; and 
in their default, the half brothers. This interpretation is 
to be rejected, as in it many terms are to be supplied (which 
are not in the text) and as it is far-fetched. Vijnanesvara 
has, in order to make the two texts consistent with each 
other, adopted a different reading of the text of Yogisvara, 
namely, — “ But a re-united half brother may take the 
property, not a half brother (not re-united)” ; but never- 
theless, the interpretation put by him is evolved out of his 
inner consciousness, for it is a forced one, by reason of 
the supply (of a term not in the text) and of the construc- 
tion of the same term with different sentences, and is very 
obscure. Hence a reconciliation of the texts of Manu and 
Yogfsvara, as bearing only the plain meanings, is to be 
effected only by referring them to different cases, and not 
by lining changes upon the words (of the one text) tp 
give out the same meaning (as the otherV The same we 
proceed to show. The text of Manu shows the joint suc- 
cession ef brothers, whether re-united or not, and of sisters. 
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when the estate consists of both moveables and immovo- 
ables : but the text of Yogisvara refers to a case when tho 
estate consists of immoveables only, or of moveables only. 
This follows from the text of PrajSpati, viz. — “ But when 
the estate consists of chattels ana other property it goes, 
however, to the re.united ; but the land and house shall bo 
taken by the unassociated (whole brothers ?) according to 
the share.” — ^The term ‘ chattels,’ by the rule of ‘ the bulls 
and the beeves,’ signifies bipeds, quadrupeds and tho 
like ; * the re-united’ means, the ro-unitcd half brothers. 
The correct reading of tho text of Yogisvara is, “ A half 
brother though re-united does not take tho estate of a half 
brother.” Hence, when there is only immoveable pro- 
perty or only moveable property, then, by reason of tho 
text of Yogisvara, a uterine brother though not re-unitod 
takes, but not a half brother though re-unitod : when, 
however, there are both kinds of proporW, then agreeably 
to what is laid down in the text of rrajdpati, tho un- 
associated uterine 1>rother and sister as well as the re- 
united half brother take in equal shares. This also is the 
meaning of the text of Manu. 

This is not good. Since tho defects of insertion (of 
terms not used in the text), forced construction &c., are not 
wanting in the interpretation put by you; and what is 
declared in the text of Prajkpati is not in conflict with the 
the interpretation put by Vijn&nesvara (on the text of 
Yogisvara). Accordingly the author of the Madanaratna, 
adopting this interpretation, cites this very text of Prajk- 
pati in support of it. But agreeably to your interpretation, 
there is rather the defect of tautology unavoidable in the 
text of Yogisvara, for (agreeably to your reading) it is in 
the first part said — “ A half brother though re-united does 
not take the estate of a half brother,” — and the very same 
thing, neither more nor less, is expressed in the last part, 
namely, — not the re-united son of a different mother.” 
And although an interpretation involving the defect of tau- 
tology, might even reluctantly be accepted for the purpose 
of making the te^t consistent with the text of Manu ; still 
it would be improper to adopt a meaning which is liable 
to the objection of moltiplialy for assuming another radi- 
cal revelation. 
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7. S61apdin, in his commentaiy on the Institutes of 
Ydjnavalkya, says (while interpreting the above texts 
which are read by him in a different wav) : — A half bro- 
ther though re-united shall not take the property of a 
half brother ; the uterine brother alone though not re- 
united shall take, but not a re-united half brother. If 
the reading be, “ But a re-united half brother may take 
the property, not a half brother,” then the meaning is 
that a half brother being a half brother, may not take 
the property though re-united. This text shows the 
succession of an unassociated whole brother, hence there 
is no defect of tautolo^. 

This, however, is of the same nature with what is 
said by Srfkara. The author of the Ratnakara, however, 
says that the reading (of the text of Yajnavalkya), as found 
in the Kalpataru, is “ shall not take the property of a 
half brother,” but this must be a copying mistake, inas- 
much as the reading found in the copies of the Institutes 
of YAjnavalkya, and jn the commentaries such as the 
Mitkkshard, the Pkrijkta and the Halkyudha, is — “ not 
a half brother, may take the property ;” and the interpre- 
tation of that text, (in these commentaries), are in accor- 
dance with that reading. 

8. The author of the D^«(^tVa, however, says : — 
“ But when there are a half-brother re-united, and a ute- 
rine brother not re-united, and when there are a whole 
brother and a half brother both re-united : then two ques- 
tions arise, which of the two is to succeed in each case. 

“As to the first, it is said ‘ A half brother &c.,’ which 
signifies ; let a half brother, if re-united, take, but not 
a half brother merely as such : but a uterine brother 
though not re-united may take; for the term, ‘uterine 
brother,’ which occurs in the preceding text is also to be 
construed with the latter proposition. Therefore when 
there are an unassociated utenne brother and a re -united 
half brother, they both sueoeed ; because the equality of 
the relation of re-union, and of the status of a whole 
brother, is expressed by the first part of the text. 

As to the second, it is ordained ‘ and not the son of 
a different mother who is re-united,’ the moaning is that 
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when there is a whole brother re-united, the son of a 
different mother, though re-united shall not take, t. 0 ., tho 
re-united whole brother alone shall succeed ; since^ though 
they are equally re-united, still the whole brother as such 
is preferred.” 

This is in conformity with what is said in tho MitSk- 
shara and the like, but it discloses great want of skill in 
interpretation. 

9. Tho authors of the Smritichandrikk and the 
Madanaratna say : — When, however, the father or tho 
uncle is not ro-unitcd, then the unassociated half brother 
succeeds ; in his default, however, tho unassociated father ; 
failing him, the wife. Accordingly Sankha says — ‘ Tho 
wealth of a sonless person who departs for heaven, goes 
to the brothers ; in their default, let the parents take, or 
the senior wife.” The meaning is, — The property of a 
deceased sonless re-united (person) goes, in default of a 
re-united (coparcener) to an unassociated half brother. 
Hence this text may also, as it is, be relative to the estate 
of a re-united person. 

The author of tho Mitdkshark and others say that 
this text refers only to re-union, consequently there is no 
inconsistency in the succession of the parents and the wife 
on failure of the brothers. 

It is stated in the Smritichandrikk : — The term ' se- 
nior’ has been employed in the text of Sankha for the 
purpose of indicating the possession of virtues such as the 
control of passions, not for the purpose of excluding tho 
middlemost or any other junior wife. The term * in their 
default’ should have been used over again, but in its 
stead, the particle ‘or’ has been used, for th,e* effect is 
the same. Since, the term ‘or’ marks an alternative ; but 
in the present instance there cannot reasonably be an 
alternative with reference to the ownership whicn is a de- 
terminate thing ; for it is a rule laid down by the S&stras, 
also established by reason, that' ‘ An indeterminate affirma- 
tion is not made with reference to a determinate thing ’ ; 
therefore, here the term ‘ or ’ indicates an alternative with 
reference to ‘ defeult ’ ; hence the result is the same. Ac- 
cordingly the order is this : in default of the brothers, 
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the father ; in liis default) the mother ; in her default, the 
senior wife. 

In the Madnnaratna, however, it is said that tho 
mother succeeds in tho first instance ; and then tho father. 
Tho intention being, tliat it follows from tho principle .set 
forth ill the Mitakshard, there being no text against tho 
application of that principle to tho present case, like tho 
text of Vishnu relative to the estate of a person separated 
and not re-united. Accordingly, on account of the text 
of Vishnu it has . been held in that treatise, in tho same way 
as in tho Sinritichandrikd, that tho term ‘ pai’onts ’ in tho 
text, — “ The wife and tho daughters also «fec.,” — means 
that tho father succeeds in the first instance, in his default 
tho mother. We have already dealt with this at great 
length. 

Hence it appears that the above text of Sankha being 
in conflict with the text, — “The wife and the daughters also 
&c is taken to be relative to partition after re-union, 
in order to avoid the conflict. Tho order of tho heirs, which 
is laid down in the text, “The wife and tho daughters 
also &c.,” — and which is founded upon a principle and is 
relative to separate property, — is ojiposed by tho order 
laid down by texts of law with reference to tho present 
case. In this order, there is no principle ; hence this order 
rests entirely upon tho authority of the texts of liiw. illso 
Ndrada says, — “ But when the husband is dead, the wives, 
who aro destitute however of (tho husband’s) brother, fa- 
ther and mother, and all the sapindas shall divide the (whole 
re-united) property agreeably to shares.” — The meaning 
of this text is : — ‘ The wives’ (hMrydsJ i. «., the patnk ; 
‘ who are destitute of brother, father and mother,’ means, 
in case the brother father and mother of the husband do 
not exist. By deviating from the rule regarding the con- 
junctive compound, agreeably to which tho father and 
mother who are entitled to greater respect than a brother, 
ought to have been placed first in the compound dhhr&trk 
pUri mdtriJc&s (rendered above into ‘ destitute of brother, 
father and mother,’) and by combining the words in the 
reverse order, Nhrada intended to show that the estate of 
a rc-nnited sonlcss person goes to the brother in the first 
instance, in their default to the father, in his default to 
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the mother, and in her default to the virtuous wife. Thus 
it is to be observed that the wife of a re>united person sue* 
ceeds first, not in default of the legitimate and the subsidi- 
ary sons (only) but on failure also of re-united (coparceners,) 
whole and half brothers, father and mother. The meaning 
of ^ all the sapindaa &c.,’ is this ; those other than the 
brothers, father and mother, who are sapindas of a re- 
united person destitute of male issue, — such as the brother’s 
sons &c., — shall, on his death, divide their own property 
which was re-united by their father and the like with the 
property of that sonless person, , with his wives, ‘ agreeably 
to sliarcs’, *. c., allotting the brother’s share to the nephews 
and the husband’s share to the wives, and so not modify- 
ing the shares. 

10. On failure of the wife, the sister gets the share 
of a sonless re-united person. Thus it is ordained by 
Vrfhaspati, — “ But if there be a sister, she is entitled to 
get a share of it, this is the law regarding the estate of 
a person destitute of issue, also destitute of the wife and 
the father,” — the term ‘ also’ (^chaj suggests, “ also desti- 
tute of the mother.” 

11. On failure of the sister, the mere (*. e., unasso- 
ciated) sapindas, that is, the nearest sapindas shall divide 
the estate left by a re-united person, agreeably to shares, 
i. e., shall get the estate in the order of propinquity as 
declared by Manu in the text, — “ To the nearest sapinda, 
the inheritance next belongs since the order of succes- 
sion among these has not been expressly declared. Thus 
the same sage (Vrihaspati) declares, — “ If the deceased 
have no issue, nor wife, nor brother^ bor father nor mother, 
then all the sapindas shall divide his property agreeably to 
shares.” “ His property” signifies the property of a re- 
united person ; “If the deceased leave no issue &c.,” 
means, if the deceased be destitute of those (heirs) the 
order of whose succession to the re-united estate has 
expressly been declared. 

But it is to be observed that in default of the sapindas 
the estate of a re-united person, like the estate of a person 
separated, goes on his death to the samdnodakas and the 
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like in tlie order previously mentioned agreeably to the 
degree of propinquity. For there is no special text of 
law relative to the re-united estate, declaring the order of 
succession on failure of the sapindas. 

12. If it be argued that as by reason of the text a re- 
united brother and the like succeed to the estate of a re-uni- 
ted person in spite of the wiib and the like, so by virtue of 
the same text the re-united sons alone should inherit the 
estate of the father when there are both re-united and 
unassociated sons. The answer is that the argument is 
not tenable : since the term ‘ sonless’ occurring in the pre> 
vious text, is to bo construed with this text ; hence the 
death of a re-united person wit/wut male issue, is tlio causo 
of the succession (of a re-united co-heir) ; therefore when 
a re-united person leaves male issue, then the text, — “ Ilut 
of a re-united (co-heir) &c.,” — cannot apply, since the 
circumstance of his being without male issue is wanting ; 
consequently, in this instance too, both descriptions of 
sons are equally entitled to take the father’s share by 
reason of the text, — ‘‘ The sons shall on the demise of the 

E arents, divide their estate and debts in equal shares.” 

lut only whatever remains after the enjoyment by a 
person re-united with his son, of that share which was 
previously allotted to him (on partition,) shall be sepa- 
rately adjusted ; i. e., whatever share would belong to 
the father at the time, shall be taken by the sons, dividing 
the same. Nor can it be contended that let not the term 
‘sonless’ occurring in the previous text be construed with the 
text, — “ But of a re-united (co-heir) &c.” Because it would 
follow that even as regards the property of a re-united 
brother or the like who is not without male issue, his 
brother or the like will take his share to the exclusion of 
the male issue ; and this would be opposed to the imme- 
morial custom of all countries. And because if the text 
“ But of a re-united &c.,” were relative without distinction 
to a person who has male issue as well as to one who is 
destitute of male issue, then thus text could not reasonably 
be said to form an exception to the text, — “ The wife and 
the daughters also &c.,” — which is relative only to a person 
destitute of male issue ; consequently the above conten- 
2d 
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tion is contrary to the term ** but” which marks an excep- 
tion. Nor can it be argued (admitting the construction of 
the term * sonless’ with the text regarding re-union) that 
agreeably to the rule laid down by the learned, namely, 
“An adjective becomes significant if it may reasonably bo 
applied, and if without it there would be inclusion of things 
not intended to bo included,” — this adjective (properly) re- 
fers only to one who is re-united with a brother or the 
like, for it becomes exclusive ; and not to one who is re- 
united with his son, for as that which is to be excluded is 
wanting, its application would be unreasonable. Because 
in the absence of two separate propositions if the precept 
embodied in ono proposition be operative sometimes 
in connection with the adjective and sometimes with- 
out it, then in consequence of the two-fold meaning 
of the same proposition caused by its construction and non- 
construction with the adjective, there would be variableness 
in the proposition consisting in the variableness in the 
precept. Besides, ownership in the property of the father or 
other ancestor is to be held to be caused by sonship &c., 
alone, if not attended with degradation and the like disquali- 
fication, but not also if attended with re-union ; by reason 
of multiplicity : and as tho sonship &c., belong equally to 
all (the male issue,) whether re-united or not, there- 
fore the succession, to their property, of all the sons and 
the like without distinction is proper. Nor can it be 
said, that right (of the sons &c., as such) to the property 
of the father and other ancestors, ceases by partition. 
Because (if that were so) then it would follow that when 
all tho sons are separated and not re-united, then the 
wife &c., will become heirs as in default of male issue ; 
and because the right of the father and son to each other’s 
property is on the contrary laid down by A'pastamba and 
lidrfta, thus they say, — “ (The father) may, in his life- 
time divide the property and retire to a forest or adopt 
the order befitting an old man or may divide a small por- 
tion and retain tho greater portion himself ; and if he be 
pinched, may resume from them.” — “ The order befitting 
on old man,” means mendicancy (or the fourth order of 
life); ‘be pinched,’ means, be reduced for want of 
food. 
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But if a son be born after partition, tlicn (a'^eeably 
to what is said above, also) the sons who liavo boon pre- 
viously separated would have been entitled to tlio father’s 
property, but they are debarred by the text of Vrihaspati, 
namely, — “ Those born before partition are not entitled to 
the share of the }).*irents ; nor one born after it, to tho 
share of a brother. Whatever is acquired by a father sepa- 
rated from tho son, belongs entirely to one born after 
partition ; those born before partition are declared to be 
not entitled. A.s in tho propert}’- so in debts also, in 
gifts, pledges and purchases, tlicy have no claim on eacli 
other, except for acts of mourning and libations of water.” 

13. The heir to tlie estate of a ro-nnited person 
must maintain liis wives and support liis daughtor.s till 
tlicy are married as well as perform the ceremony of their 
marriage. Tliis is declared by Sankha and Narada after 
premising re-union, — “ If any one of tho brotliers witliout 
issue die or enter a religious order, let tho rest divide his 
Avcalth, excepting tho wife’s separate property. Let them 
allow a maintenance to his wives until tlie cjid of tlioir lives, 
provided they preserve unsullied tho bed of their husband ; 
but if they behave otherwise, tho brothers may resume 
their allowance. If he leaves a daughter, her paternal share 
is ordained for maintenance, she shall get her poi'tion till 
marriage ; afterwards tho husband shall maintain her.” — 
If they behave otherwise” means, if they do not preserve 
unsullied the bod of their husband, if they bo of bad 

character ; tho prefix a in dsans/edraf, (rendered into ' till 
marriage’,) signifies inclusion, hence the celebration of 
marriage also is included. . 

Thus ends the pai'tition of re-united estate. 
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§1. — Wom.an’.s property ennnioratocl. 2 . — 'PIjo im\\ sir tiHianam bears no 
tcclniical meaning. 3. — Tl»o tonns * gift before tho lire* t^c., cxplaineil, 
4. — The amount of maintonnnee allowetl to fiMualcs. 5. — Tho power 
of females over their property. 0. — Males have no ])owcr over wo- 
man’s property ; maintenance may bo exacted by tlie wife, if not 
wicked. 7. — Husband’s power over the wife’s property in tlie event 
of distress. 8. — ^Vhat >vas promised l)y the husband to his wife must 
be given by his sons ; sons cannot divide the mother’s property during 
her life. 

1. Now, with a view to explain tho partition of stri- 
dhanam or tvoman's jn'operty^ its nature is first determined. 

On this Manu says, — “ What is given before tho 
(nuptial) fire, what is presented in the bridal procession, 
what is bestowed in token of affection, and what is re- 
ceived from tho brother, the mother or tho father ; these 
six-fold are declared to bo siridhammy — The term * six- 
fold’ is intended, not as a restriction of a greater number, 
but as a denial of a less. Accordingly Yogisvara uses tho 
term ‘ the like ’ in tho text, — “ What is given by the father, 
tho mother, tho husband or the brother, what is received 
before the (nuptial) fire, what is presented on tho husband’s 
marriage to another wife, or the like, is pronounced to be 
sir'tdhiinam}' Also, Vishnu declares more than six sorts of 
woman’s property; thus ho says, — “ What is given by tho 
father, tho mother, the son or the brother, what is received 
before the (nuptial) fire, what is presented on thehusbantTs 
mari'iage with another wife, what is given by tho handhus 
or relations, and anv&dlieyaJ:am or a gift subsequent to 
marriage; these are denominated woman’s property.” 
Narada says, — ‘‘What is received before tho (nuptial) fire, 
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wbat lit preaeuted in the bridal procession, likewise a gift 
by the husband, what is given by the brother and the 
parents ; these six-fold are declared to bo stri’dhanam .'''’ — 
The term ‘ six-fold’ is to bo explained in the same way as 
in the text of Manu. 

2. The term sfridhanani or woman’s property has 
been used (in the above texts) in its ordinary meaning, 
vis., property whereof a woman is the owner, and not in 
a technical sense (as including only the enumerated items 
of property ;) for when the ordinary meaning is acceptable, 
it is not proper to adopt a technical meaning. According- 
ly Yogisvara has employed the term ‘ the like’ on purpose 
to include what is acquired by the common means of 
acquisition, such as inheritance, purchase &c. 

If it be said : — If it were so, then the exclusion of cer- 
tain kinds of property from the category of woman’s proper- 
ty would bo unreasonable ; for, a woman’s ownership there- 
in cannot be denied by reason of contradiction (with the 
above exposition ;) thus, Kktyayana says, — “Among these, 
what is given conditionally or what is given under collu- 
sion by tho father, brother or husband ; that is not denomi- 
nated woman’s property.” ‘ Condition’ is the restriction 
that this ornament or the like, which is given , to you, is 
to bo put on by you only on days of festivity &c., and not 
at any other time ; what is given with such a restriction is 
“ given conditionally “ under collusion” means, with the 
intention of defrauding the co-heirs, — (as if saying) — ‘ This 
has been given to a maiden daughter, how can sucli property 
be partible ?’ It is also said by tho same sage that what is 
acquired by means of meclianical arts, also what is presented 
out of affection by a friend or the like does not become wo- 
man’s property, thus, — “But whatever is acquired by 
means of mechanical arts, also what is received through 
affection from any other ; therein the husband’s ownership 
arises at that time; the rest, however, is pronounced 
woman’s property.” It is upon tho assumption that tho 
term siridluinaiji is technical in its meaning, that what 
would, by reason of being given by a brother &c., be 
ineludjedfdiy the term strldhamm is excepted (in the first 
of Hhe above texts;) hence a technical meaning is intended 
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(by the above two texts) to bo attached to the term 
woman’s property, viz. that atridhamm moans what is 
given by the father or the like excepting that (which 
is mentioned in the first of tlio above texts) or excepting 
wiiat is gained by meclmnical arts and the like (men- 
tioned in the second text.) 

The answer is : In the above texts the denial is, not 
of their being woman’s property, but of its consequen- 
ces, such as distribution (by her choice amongst her heirs, ) 
&c. Accordingly in the latter text it is said, “ therein 
the husband’s ownerslhp arises.” The moaning is that 
the husband and not the woman has independence in 
dealing with such property. In the first text, however, 
the denial also of the woman’s right is possible, by reason 
of the employment of the terms * condition’ and ‘ collusion’ ; 
and it is universally known that no right accrues to such 
gifts, by reason of the text of Menu, namely, — “ Collusive 
mortgage and sale, collusive gift and acceptance, and 
wherever a condition (or fraud) is found ; all these 
shall be prevented.” The following text (of llano,) 
namely, — “ A wife and a son, also a slave ; those tlireo 
are incapable of holding properly : whatever they actiuira 
belongs to him whoso they are,” — is to bo taken to refer, 
in the case of a wife, only to what is acquired by meclianical 
arts &c., by reason of the simplicity of the supposition 
that both tne precepts are founded on the same radical 
revelation. 

3. The terms * gift before the nuptial fire,’ and the 
like are explained by Kitykyana, thus, — “ What is given 
to women at the time of their marriage, near the nuptial 
fire, is proclaimed by the wise as the woman’s property 
given before the nuptial fire. That again, which a woman 
receives while she is conducted from her father’s house 
(to her husband’s dwelling) is declared as woman’s proper- 
ty under the name of gift presented in the bridal proces- 
sion. Whatever, however, is given through afiection by 
the mother-in-law or the father-in-law, or what is given 
on obeisance by touching the feet (of a woman,) is 
called an affectionate gift. Subsequent to marriage, how- 
ever, what is received by a woman from her husband’s 
family is called a gift subsequent, and so is what is like- 
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wise received from her own family. Whatever, however, 
is received as a price of household furniture, con- 
veyance, milch-cattle and ornaments, is denominated 
fee or aulka. That which is received by a married 
woman or by a maiden in the house of nor husband 
or of her father, from her brother or from her parents, 
is termed a kind gift.” — The reading (of the text defin- 
ing a kind gift) as adopted in the Kalpataru and other 
works, is “ from her husband” (instead of ‘ from 
her brother.’) The terms ‘ presents before fire,’ &c. 
although they convey their derivative meaning, are still 
technical, inasmuch as tlioy are applied only to the above 
descriptions of woman’s property. It has been explained 
in the Madanaratna, that the price of household furniture 
&c., which is taken from the bridegroom or the like for 
giving (in marriagol the bride, in the sha])0 of the bride’s 
ornaments, is the fee or sulka. In the Mitak.sharu, 
however, it is said, that the fee or aulka is that wliicli 
having been taken, the bride is given in nmrriago. JJiit 
in both (the books), it is intended that the father or the 
like takes it on the understanding that it is to belong to the 
bride ; because, otherwise, in the absence of her right 
thereto, the application of the denomination of woman’s 
property to it, would bo unreasonable. But Jimutavahana 
having adopted a reading (of the above text of KiitySyana, 
defining the fee or sulkaj in which there is the word karmi- 
workmen, instead of karmmam, acts, has explained 
the text in this way : “ In order to have a work done by 
workmen on houses &c., i. c., by artisans, what is given as 
a bribe to a woman for inducing her husband or others 
(of her family who are. the artizans), to do the work, 
is the fee or sulka. This itself is the price, as it is paid 
for her inducement.” Ho has further said, — “ Or the fee 
is what is described by Vydsa in the text, — ‘ Wliat is given 
to bring her to her husband’s house is called the fee or 
sulka.^ — The meaning is, that what is given by way of 
bribe or the like, to induce her to go to her husband’s house 
is the fee or sulka.” Both these descriptions of property 
belong to the woman^ for to her alone they are given ; 
hence it is easy to understand the application of the name 
‘ woman’s property’ to these, in the same way as to other 
kinds of woman’s property. 
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A gift on supersession fadhivedmikamj is what is be- 
stowed on the first wife on the occasion of espousing an- 
other wife. This is described by Yajnavalkya, thus — “ To 
a woman whose husband marries a second wife, let him 
give an equal sum as a compensation for supersession, 
if woman’s property have not been given to her ; but if 
any have been assigned, let him allot half.” 


4. Eityayana lays down aispecial rule regarding the 
grant of property by the father or the like, to females 
for their maintenance : — “ The father, the mother, the 
husband, the brother or the jndfis or kinsmen of the same 
family, shall agreeably to their means, give to women 
i^rid/ianam, not exceeding two thousand, excepting im- 
moveable property.” — The meaning is, that property other 
than immoveables, extending to two thousand kArsh&paijm 
shall bo given according to the means. So also Vyksa 
declares, — But an allowance of property amounting to 
two thousand at the most shall be given to a female.” 
Kktykyana by the term ‘ not exceeding two thousand,* 
and Vyksa by the term ‘ at the most,’ show that even a 
rich man is not to give more to women (whom he is bouild 
to maintain). This restriction, however, is to be under- 
stood to apply to what is given every year, and not to 
an allowance once for all. Hence there is no incongruity, 
if the property given for maintenance for many years 
exceed this amount; for it is for maintenance that the 
gift is made, but it is not possible that that for the whole 
life can be covered by merely two tliousand fkknMpa^atJ, 

5. In the disposal of woman’s property, however, 
females have not independence without the permission 
of their husband. This is declared by Mann thus, — 
« Women shall not make any disbursement out of family 
property which is common to many, or even out of tbeu 
own property without the permission of their husband.” — 
Disbursement (nvrMraJ means, expenditure. 

But in the disposal of some kinds of woman’s property, 
females have independence ; this, Kktykyana having de- 
scribed a kind gut, declares thus, — “ The iudepcudonco 
of women who have received a kind gift, is admitted (in 



S. C. 6.] 


PAUTITIUM OF llGUlTAaE. 


225 


respect of it,) for it was {^ivon by them out of kindness, 
for tiicir maintenance. With respect to a kind gift, the 
independence, at all times, of women is proclaimed in 
making sale or gift according to pleasure, even when it 
consists of immoveable jiroperty.” 

But as regards property given by the husband, they 
have indoi>endence in dealing only with property otlicr 
than immoveables. 'I'liis is declared by Narada, thus, — 
“ What has been given by an affectionate husband to his 
wife, she may, even when he is dead, consume it or give 
it away ns she j)leascs, excepting iimnoveable ])roperty.” 
The meaning is, that the wife can only enjoy the iinmovo- 
ablo property given by the husband by dwelling on it, 
&c., but cannot make a gift, sale, or the like. Some arc 
of opinion that the text of Katyayana also, vh . — “ Lot the 
soilless wife, preserving uiisullicu the bed of her husband 
&c.” — refers only to immoveable property given by the 
husband, since (if interjircted in this way) it embodies the 
same precept as the text of Narada. But what it refers to, 
has been discussed by us while explaining the text, — 
The wife and the daughters also, &c.” (p. 130 et sequel), 

6. The males (of the family), however, have no 
power of disposal over any kind of slrid/tauam, inasmuch 
as they have no owiici'ship in it : this is declared by 
Kitykyoiia, — “ Neither the Imsband nor the son nor the fa- 
ther nor the brothers can assume the jiower over a woman’s 
property to take it or give it away. If any of these persons 
ibrcibly consume a woman’s property, ho slutll bo compelled 
to make it good with interest, and shall also incur a fine. 
If such a person having obtained her consent amicably, 
consunio her property, he shall bo required to pay the 
principal, when he becomes rich (enough to jiay it). But 
if the husband have a second wife and do not show honor 
to his first wile, lie shall bo comiielled by force to restore 
her property though ainiitably lent to him. If food, 
raiment and dwelling bo withheld from the woman, she 
may exact her duo supply and take a share (of the estate) 
with the co-heii*B.” 

The meaning of the two couplets beginning with “ But 
if the husband,” is this : if the husband having taken the 
29 
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wealth of one wife lives with another wife and neglects , the 
first, the king shall forcibly compel him to restore that 
wealth ; and if the husband does not supply her with 
food, raiment and dwelling, then these also or property 
suflicient for these, may be forcibly exacted by the wife. 
This also is to be undei’stood to take effect when she is 
blameless ; for a wicked woman is not entitled to obtain 
any sort of woman’s property whatsoever, as is declared 
by the same sage, — “ Hut a woman who is inimical, shame- 
less, dissipator of wealth, or adulterous is not worthy of 
woman’s property.” — By the expression ‘ is not worthy ’, it 
is indicated that what has been received by her may be 
forcibly taken from her : ‘ inimical ’ is one who is always 
engaged in committing acts against the will of the hus- 
band, — another reading is ‘ impudent’ {nimiary&da instead 
of sliumeless). 

7. Dovala says, — “ Her subsistence, her ornaments, 
her fee or siilica, and her gains are the separate property of 
a woman. She herself exclusively^ has the right to enjoy it, 
her husband has no right to use it, except in distress. In 
case of consumption or disbursement without cause, he must 
refund it to the wife with interest.” ‘ Subsistence ’ or vrid- 
dhi, means, according to the Smritichandrika, what is given 
by the father or the like (relation) towards her advance- 
ment. In the Madanaratna, however, this is read as vriltif 
and is exjilained to mean what is given by the father or the 
like for subsistence. ‘ Gains ’ signifies what is received 
fi’om any person, who ujakes the present for the purpose 
of pleasing Gauri or some other goddess : ‘ without cause ’ 
means, otherwise than in distress : ‘ disbursement,’ means 
abandonment, i. e., giving away ; this is relative to gift 
and enjoyment that are not permitted by the wife, but if 
she permits, .there is no fault even when there is no distress : 
the terra ‘ exclusively ’ in the passage ‘ she herself exclu- 
sively ’ is intended to exclude her children ; because the 
husband’s exclusion is laid down by \itho passage ‘ her 
husband has no right to use it,’ and because the husband 
being excluded, the exclusion of the brother and other 
relations who are more distant than the husband is, by 
the rule of the staff and the cake, established. From the 
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pliraso ‘ except in lUstress,’ it appears that there is no fault 
(if the wife’s property be used') in distress ; hence the same 
sage declai’cs in the concluding text, — “ Is entitled to 
use woman’s i>ropcrty, also for the relief of the distress 
of the son.” — Tlie term husband (oecuirring in the incco- 
ding text) is to be construed witli this text. The tenu 
‘ son’ is intended to indicate tlie family ; the moaning is, 
for the relie^'of the distrc.ss, /. <?., the pain caused, by the 
want of food &c., of the family. 'Fhe term ‘ also,’ shows 
that the husband is entitled to give away or consume the 
wife’s property without her con.sent, in any other diilicuU 
ty caused by the want of money. 

If it be sahl : How can it bo shown by this text that a 
person is entitled t(> giveaway or consume another person’s 
jnoperty Avithout the consemt of the owner ; for it wtmld 
bo a contradiction in terms: in the case of consent, how- 
ever, there is no dilliculty although there be no distress. 
'I'lie answer is, that by virtue of the texts (to that cllbct 
it is to be admitted that) ho has ownership itself over 
such pr«tpevty to use it for such purposes ; so there is no 
defect. Accordingly VogisAT.ra says, — “ A husband, if 
unwilling, is not liable to make g(»od the property of liis 
Avil'e, taken by him in a i'amine or for the ])erTorniance of 
some religious duty or during illness or while under 
restraint.” — ‘ For the performance of some ndigious duty,’ 
means, for the performance of necessaiy, daily or occa- 
sional, ceremonies ; ‘ while under restraint’ means, while 
arrested by the ki)ig for the levy of a fine or the like : 
but Vachaspati says that the term saiupraiirodhakc (render- 
ed into ‘ while under restraint ’) is an adjective qualifying 
‘ illness,’ and that it means preventing the pursuit of avo- 
cations. Also, the propo.sition, “ if unwilling, is not 
liable to make good”— is to be understood to refer to the 
case of in.abilify to refund on account of povertj' and the 
like; but if ho is able to repay, then even Avhat is taken 
in a famine and the like, must be refunded : when this 
text may rea.sonably be interpreted in this very way, it 
would bo improper to maintain that ho may choose not to 
refund oven if he is able to do so. As the term ‘ husband ’ 
is used in the text, therefore it is to be known that even 
iu the event of distress the husband alone but no other 
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(relative) has the right to take a woman’s property and to 
repay it at his desire. 

8. What the husband promised to give to his wifo 
must, when he is dead, bo given to tier by the son and the 
like. This too is declared by the same sago, — “ Property- 
promised by the husband to his wifo must be paid by his 
sons, just as his debts.”— The term ‘ sons’ includes grand- 
sons and great-grandsons, by reason of t]ie expression 
‘just as his debts.’ By this it is shown that although the 
right of the sons accrues to their mother’s property by 
birth, still there cun be no partition, while she is alive. 

Thus woman’s property has boon described. 


PART II. 


§ 1. — Joint succession of sons and daughters to gift subsequent and 
affcctiouate gift of husband. I 2. — Maiden daughters suceced to yau- 
taka, S.-yDaughter’s succession to other kinds of property in prefer- 
ence to sons. 4. — According to Jiindtavahana this refers to yautaka 
only. 6. — But according to Vijnanesvara, this refers to every descrip- 
tion of property. 0. — Latter’s argument criticized by Jimutavahana. 
7. — Criticism by the author. 8. — Tho daugliter’s daughters and sons. 
0 — lo. — Succession to property of a childless woman. 9. — Succession 
of husband and parents according to form of marriage. 10. — Ji> 
mutavahana’s opinion criticized. 11.— Brothers’ succession to gift of 
parents. 12. — goes to uterine brothers. 13. — Qiltoibandkut 
goes to hnmlhus. 14.-^ — Of other heirs. IS.— Females not expressly 
mentioned, cannot succeed. 

1. Now, the partition of woman’s property is ex- 
plained. 

On this Manu says, — “ But when the mother is dead, 
all the uterine brothers and the uterine sisters shall 
equally divide the maternal estate.” Since in this text 
the term ‘ and’ is used which conveys the same meaning 
as the conjunctive compound, therefore it is shewn that 
the uterine brothers and sisters are jointly entitled to take 
the mother’s estate. The term * uterine’ is used to debar 
the cl^dren of a different mother. 
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Devala says, — “ A woman's property is common to 
sons and mnidon daughters, when she is dead ; but if 
without leaving issue, let her husband, mother, brother or 
father take it.” — In this text, however, the conjunctive com- 
pound itself (of sons and daughters, vis.^ puttra-Jcann&mim) 
IS used, hence the joint succession of sous as well as daugh* 
ters is clear. 

But this (joint succession of the son and daughter) 
is relative to two descriptions of woman’s proj)crty, namely, 
the gift subsequent and what is tlirough affection given 
by the husband. Accordingly Manu himself says, — “ The 
gift subsequent and 'what has been given by the affec- 
tionate husband ; * these become the property of the 
children of the deceased woman though the husband is 
alive.” — ‘ The gift subsequent ’ as defined before, also what 
has through affection been given by the husband ; ‘ these ’ 
descriptions of a woman’s property belong to ‘ children,’ 
i. c., sons and daughters of the deceased woman. ‘ Although 
the husband is alive ’ means, in spite of the surviving 
husband: since the locative case in ^ patyau'' (husband) is 
indicative of disregard. The term ‘ children ’ in this 
text being used without any qualification, the co-equal 
ownership of the male and female children is expressed ; 
hence they are to take the matci’nal estate in equal shares : 
not, however, the sisters in the first instance j in their 
default the brothers. 

‘ The sisters ’ in the text of Manu (para. I ) are to be 
taken to be unmarried. Accordingly Vrihaspati says, — 
“ A woman’s property appertains to her issue, the daugh- 
ter also is a sharer of it ; but when there is an unmarried 
daughter, the married one obtains a mere token of re- 
spect.” — The term ‘ issue ’ means, sons ; since ‘ the 
daughter ’ is separately mentioned*: ‘ sharer of it ’ means, 
an equal sharer with a son : ‘ a mere token of respect ’ 
means that she obtains something, as a token of respect 
(due to her), in proportion to it, but not an equal share 
with a son. 

In default of the unmarried daughters, the married 
ones also, whose husbands are alive, participate with their 
brothers. This iS; declared by Katydyana, — The sisters 
whose husbands ui^ aliye shall succeed together with 
their brothers.” 



230 


YIRAMITUODAVA. 


[Clmp, V. PU II. 


At tho time of partition something should be given 
also to tho daughter’s daughters. Accordingly Manu says, 
— “ If there be daughters of the daughters, to them also, 
according as they deserve, should be given tlirough affec- 
tion, "Something out of their grandmother’s property,” — 
* according as they deserve,’ means, regard being had to 
propriety and to poverty and the like. Nor can it bo argued 
that as tne daughter’s daughters have not then any right, 
urherefore is anything to be given to them ? Since, just 
as in tho case of paternal property, although the daughters 
have no riglit of inheritance when there are sons, still a 
quarter share is to be allotted to them by virtue of texts ; 
the same reason holds good in this instance also. Accor- 
dingly the term ‘ through affection’ is used. The distinc- 
tion is, that in the present instance it being declared that 
the gift is to be made tlirough affection, it is also indicated 
that it is optional ; but in the other instance, the allotment 
is compulsory by reason of the expression of censure in 
the text, — “ those that are unwUling to give become 
degraded.” 

2. But tho yaatalta property (tho nuptial presents) 
of tho mother belongs to the maiden daughters alone ; not 
to sons nor to married daughters. This is declared by 
Manu himself, — “ But the ymtaha or tho nuptial present of 
the mother is the share of tho unmarried daughters alone.” 

According to the root yu to unite, whatever is, at the 
time of marriage, given to the bride and the bridegroom 
sitting upon the same seat, is called yautaka through the 
derivation, ‘ what belongs to the yutau (or the two united) 
is yautaka.^ But some (commentators, among whom the 
author of the Dayabh%a is one) maintain that on marriage 
tho corporeal union of tho man and wife takes place, by 
reason of the Sruti, namely, — “ (His) bone (becomes iden- 
tical) with (her) bone, flesh with flesh, skin with skin,” — 
the meaning of which is, that the bones and other parts of 
tho husband and wife become one. Others (among whom 
the author of the Dayatattva is one) say that on marriage 
the union (of the husband and wife) arises, since it is 
indicated in the text (which the bride and the bridegroom 
are made to recite at the time of the marriage,) namely, — 
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‘‘ What is thy heart, let that become miue, what is my 
heart let that become thine.” In the Ni^hantu it is said 
‘ What belongs to the two united or yuta is pauiaka.’ Tlie 
term is also read as t/autuka, since it is stated in the Kosa 
(or authoritative vocabulary,) — “What is yaa^a^a is also 
pautiika.” Devasvamin says : The property of the mother 
which was received by her in the house of her father is 
called paulakOf such property being distinct from what was 
received in the house of her husband ; since the term 
pauta signifies also disunion ; as it is said in the Dhatu- 
pa(ha that ‘ The root pu means, to unite or to disunite,’ 
and it is used in this sense, tlius, * on completion of the 
ptita or disunion.’ This, (i. <?., what is said by Deva- 
sviimin) is not good. For it is merely an assumption, 
inasmuch as there being no criterion for determination, it 
may equally be said that the term pautaka hicans the pro- 
perty received in the husband’s house, such property being 
distinct from what is obtained in the father’s hous'" 

When there are more than one maiden daughter, 
then agreeably to the maxim, ‘ Equality is the rule where 
no distinction is expressed,’ their shares must be equal, 
no distinction being expressed. 

3. The property of the mother excejiting these three 
kinds, {vis., gift subsequent, afiectionate gift of the husband 
and devolves on her daughters (in the first in- 

stance and not on her sons.) Amongst them also, first on 
the unmarried daughters ; in their default, on those that 
are married : amongst these also, first on those that are 
unprovided ; on failure of them, on those who are pro- 
vided, and whose husbands are living ; failing them, on the 
widowed ones. Accordingly Gautama declares, — “ A wo- 
man’s propei'ty goes to her daughters, unmarried and un- 
provided.” — It is explained by Apar^rka and the author 
of the Kalpataru that * unprovided’ means childless, 
indigent, neglected (by the husband) or widowed. Vij- 
nanesvara and others attach to the term the first two of the 
above meanings. In this text also although the general 
term ‘ woman’s property’ is employed, still it is to be 
taken to refer to property other than the three descriptions 
mentioned above. This is said also in the Smritichandrikk 
and thq Uadauaratua. 
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4. But Jiuidtav4hana and Raghunandana maintain 
that the text of Gautama cited above, (§3,) the text of 
Nikrada, namely, — *‘T]ie daughters (wall take) their 
mother’s (property ;) in default of daughters, her (or their) 
offspring,” — the text of Kdtyayana, namely, — “ But in 
default of the daughter, that propei'ty devolves^ on the 
son,” — the text of Yogisvara, namely — Daughters share 
the residue of their mother’s property after payment of her 
debts ; in their default, the issue,” — and other texts of law, 
declaring the succession of daughters to woman’s property, 
refer to or nuptial presents only, in conformity 

with the text of Manu, namely — “ The ymtaka is the 
share of the unmarried daughters alone,” — and with the 
text of Vasishtlia, — “ Let the females divide the nuptial 
present of their mother” : otherwise there would bo a con- 
flict W'ith the tc*xt of Manu cited before (§1.) The term 
phrimyya (in Vasishtha’s text, rendered into ‘ nuptial 
present’) has been explained by them to mean what is 
received at mandage f'parinaya,J that is to say, yautalca. 
But in the Kalpataru and the Vivadachintiimapi, the read- 
ing is p&rindyya which is explained to mean the para- 
phernalia of a woman, such as the mirror, comb and the 
like. 


6. But Vijnanesvara says : — 

Every description of woman’s property goes first, 
even when there are tlie sons and the rest, to tlie daugh- 
ters, the daughter’s daughters and the daugiiter’s sons; 
and in their default to tlie sons and the rest. Tlie succes- 
sion to the estate of a childless woman will be explained 
hereafter. In the text of Yogisvara, namely, — “ Daughters 
share the residue of their mother’s property after payment 
of her debts ; in their default the issue” — the term ‘ their ’ 
relates not to daughters alone, but also to daughter’s 
daughters and daughter’s sons, by reason, of the text of 
Narada, nainely, — “ The daughters (shall take) their 
mother’s (property); in default of the daughters, their 
(or her) offspring.’’ In this text (of Nkrada) the term tat 
(their or her) in the compouua tadanvayas (their or her 
oflspring) refers to the contiguous term daughters (and 
not to the term * mother’s’ which is more remote). Accor- 
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dingly tho daughter^ offMpring including the daughters’ 
daughters and the daughters’ sons fis meant by the term 
iaifanv<t//a»). Amongst them also fii-st the daughter’s 
daughter (succeeds ;) in her default, the daughter’s son. In 
the text of Yogisvara, which will 1^ cited below, the term 
‘ daughters’ in the passage “ but if she leave progeny, it 
will go to the (daughter’s) daughters,” — means tho daugh- 
ter’s daughters ; for, otherwise, there would be tautology, 
as he himself has clearly declared tho succession of 
dangiiters in tho text, — “ The daughters share tho residue 
of tlioir mother’s property &c.” The succession of the 
daughter’s son follows from tho general expression “ tho 
daughters’ offspring” (Narada’s text). 

Ihit tho right of the sons follows from tho uni-residual 
conjunctive compound pitros (‘ of the parents’) in tho text 
(of Yiijnavalkya,) — “ After the demise of tho parents tho 
sons shall equally divide tho heritage and tho debts” : aud 
this has been already explained before. Also in tho text, 
— “Tho daughters (shall tako) tho mother’s (property); 
in their default, the issue,” — tho son and the like 
arc intended by tho term ‘ issue,’ since it is proper to 
construe it with the term ‘ mother’s,’ and since ‘ tlio 
daughters’ are separately mentioned. But there can be 
no defect of tautology (attributable to this interpretation of 
the above two texts of Yujnavalkya) since this (latter) 
text is intended to cstablisli the succession of the sons in 
default of tho daughters, (while in the first text the mere 
right of the sons to inherit, is mentioned). 

But the meaning of tho text if Manu, namely, — “ But 
when the mother is dead, &c." (§1) — is this : ‘ All tho 

uterine brothers shall equally divide their maternal pro- 
perty,’ when their succession opens, ‘ and tho uterine 
sisters’ when their right takes eft’oet. But the meaning 
is not that both (brothers and sisters) shall together divide ; 
for, in tho absence of tho conjunctive compound or tho 
uni-residual conjunctive compound, the mutual union (of 
brothers and sisters) docs not appear ; but the term ‘ and’ 
(which it may be contended, bears tho same meaning as 
a conjunctive compound) may reasonably be explained to 
express tho union (of ‘ brothers and sisters’) merely so fai 
as regards thejr grammatical construction, both bein^ 
30 
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nomirintivo to tlio verb ‘ divide.’ As for example, if it is 
said, ‘ Devadatta and Yajnadatta shall pursue agriculture,’ 
it does not (necessarily) appear that they must jointly do 
the same. Although, the right of both (sons and daughters) 
to succeed to their mother’s estate has been declared in 
other texts, still this text is intended to prohibit, by the 
cmploj-roent of the term ‘ equally,’ the mode of unequal 
distribution on account of specific deductions and the 
like. 

The term * uterine’ is used (in the above text of Manu) 
for the purpose of excluding the brothers and sisters 
sprung I'rom a different mother. Hence it is that Manu 
^in another text) declares that the property of a low caste 
woman is taken by the daughter of her co-wife- of a 
superior class, though not begotten by herself, and in her 
default by her progeny ; thus, — “ The wealth of a woman, 
which has been in any manner given to her by her father, 
let the Jlrahmani (step) daughter take ; or lot it belong 
to her offspring.” Hero by the term ‘ woman’ is intended 
a woman of the Ksljatri 3 -a or the like (inferior) class, 
having no issue ; and tlie term ‘ Brtihmanf’ is illustrative, 
meaning, belonging to a superior class. This (text) forqis 
an exception to the rule that ‘ the property of a childless 
woman, apjiertains to the husband.’ Hence the daughter 
of a Kshatriya co-wife takes the jiroporty of her childless 
step-mother of the Vai.sya class, and the daughter of a 
rival wife of the Vaisya class takes the property of her 
Sudra step-mother without issue ; and in her default her 
children ; and in their drfault, the text, — “ The property 
of a childless woman appertaiiis to the husband,” — is appli- 
cable to such property. 

Hence the daughters and the rest are entitled to take 
the property of a woman leaving issue, in the first in- 
stance ; and after them the sons and the like. 

6. On this Jimiitavahana says: Since, although a 
conjunctive compound (of the terms ' brothers’ and ‘ sis- 
ters’) is not employed in the texts of Manu, Vrihaspati, 
Sankha and Likhita, yet the same meaning (that is ex- 
pressed by a conjunctive compound) is conveyed by the 
term ‘ and’ which signifies conjunction ; since in the text 
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of Devala tho conjunctive compound itself of ‘ sons and 
daughters,’ viz., putlra-hmf/dnam is used ; and since, for 
the sake of consistency (of tins text of Devala with the 
texts of Manu and tho rest), it is proper that tho term 
‘ and’ in those texts ( of Manu and tho rest) also, sliould 
denote the mutual union (of hrotliors and sisters connected 
by it), thercroro it is reasonable to say that brothers and 
sisters shall together take the property, dividing tlio saaio. 
Besides if tho daughters alone were entitled to take the 
entire property of their mother, tlien the special text with 
respect to tlie jjmiialui or nui)tial i)iesonts would be mean- 
ingless. And it is not reasonable to say that this 
text (regarding yaiitaka) is intended to exclude tho 
married duugliters, as in it the term “ unmarried daugh- 
ters” is employed ; because their exclusion, as re- 
gards all kinds of st/uVumum, is declared in tho texts of 
Gautama and tho rest, and because it cannot but be ad- 
mitted that on failure of tho unmarried daughters, tho 
married ones are entitled to take even the yautaka. Hence 
tho distinction is, that joint succession alone of sons and 
daughters, is intended by Manu and tho rest, to be rela- 
tive to the presents before the lire, and other kinds of 
woman’s property ; but tho succession of tho daughters 
alone, to be relative to ymitaka or nuptial presents. Jhrt 
the terms ‘ gift subsequent’ and ‘ affectionate gift of tho 
husband’ used by Manu in another text are intended to 
include other descriptions of woman’s property such as 
‘ presents before the niiptial lire,’ &c. ; for, otherwise, the 
separate text regarding the ymilaka would bo useless. 

This is tho opinion also of the author of the Dilya- 
tattva and of others. 

7. As regards this (contention) it appears that, as 
there is no authority to support tho view that tho. terms 
‘ gift subsequent,’ &c., mentioned (in tho text of Manu) 
are intended to bo illustrative, therefore to all kinds of 
the mother’s estate excepting these two {viz., tho gift sub- 
sequent and the affectionate gift of tho husband), the 
succession of the daughters takes place in the first in- 
stance ; and on failure of them, tho succession of the sons. 
The special provision, however, concerning tho yaulalm is 
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intended to indicate the exclusion of tlioinaiTied dauglilbots 
and the like. If it be said that their exclusion is conunon 
to other kinds of woman’s property (and not peculiar to 
the jjuuhtJm, cunsc((uently the spccisu provision is useless). 
The answer is, true; but (the distinction is that) the 
exclusion is not unconditional (as regards other kinds of 
woman’s property), whereas in tlie case of it is 
unconditional. Accordingly it is held by the author of 
the SmritichandriUa, and others that on failure of the 
maiden daughter the nanlaka aj)pertain8 to the husband 
or the like, alone, aescording to the form of marriage, and 
not to the married daughters and the like. 

Hut what is intended by Professor Vijnknesvara is 
this : The text (of Yajnavalk 3 ’a) which generally laj'^s 
down that woman’s propert}^ is to bo inherited by the 
daughters, can only be restricted in its application, if 
there bo another text which admits ®f no other interpreta- 
tion excepting the one that restricts lire first text. Hut 
it cannot be contended tliat tiie texts of Mann and others, 
establish the joint succession of sons and daughters, and 
admit of no other explanation. Fot tlrese texts may bo 
explained to establish the son’s rigid of inlicritauoe. Mor 
can it be contended that tlie joint suocesrion of tSac aons 
and daughters is indicated by the term “and’ (in some 
texts) and by the conjimctivo compound^ the text of 
Dcvala, §1). Because tliose may as well bo cxplaiiiwl to 
express the construction (of both the brother and sisttr 
or the sou and daughter) as the persons who arc to 
ciroct the division. Otherwise, when the uui-rosidual 
conjunctive compound is used in the text, — “ The wife 
and the daughters also, the parents fpitaraujf &c.,” — and 
the conjunctive conii>ound is used in the text , — ** it apper- 
tains to tho mother and tho father (imtn-pitroij ,^^ — the 
succession of tho mother and tho father, one after tho 
other, which is maintained in all the commentaries (on 
law), would bo unreasonable. In that instance it is said 
that, consistently with tho text of Vishnu and the like, tho 
compounds may be explained to express no more than the 
association (of the component words) as regards ^mmo- 
tical construction, but that tlie order of succession, one 
after tho other, of the persons expressed by the words, 
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though at variance (with the grammatical construction) 
is not incompatible (with itl. Similarly, in this instance 
al.so, the order of succession, one after tlie otlior, (of 
the sons and the daughters,) is exi)rcsscd by the text 
of Yogisvara, namely,— “ On foilure of them, the issue,” 
— and by the text of K&tyayana, namely, — “ liut in 
default of the daughters, the inlioritanco devolves on tlio 
sons and in conformity with these texts, it is proper to 
explain the conjunctive compound and the term ‘ and’ 
(used in other texts) to mean no more than the associa- 
tion (of the terms sons and daughters) for grammatical 
construction : but it is not proper to say that agreeably to 
tho conjunctive compound and the term ‘ and’ (occurring in 
other texts) these texts are to bo interpreted to bear a 
dilFcrent meaning (from what appears on tho face of them), 
liesidcs, there would bo tjio fallacy of mutual dependence : 
since, if the joint succession (of sons and daughters) bo 
established, then the texts (declaring tho succession 
of daughters alone) are to bo restricted in their applica- 
tion ; but if these texts be restricted in their ai)pli(;ation, 
then it can bo ascertained that tho texts (in which tho 
conjunctive compound or the term ‘ and’ is used) intend 
joint succession (of sons and daughters). 

It cannot bo argued that (agreeably to tho above 
view) tho special text (of Manu §1) regarding tho gift sub- 
se<picnt and the like would be meaningless. Since this 
text may have a meaning, if it be interpreted in tho same 
way in w'hich tho text regarding the yautaka has been 
cx[)laiucd in the SmritichandrikA. Or all tho texts may 
have a meaning if interpreted in this way : tho mere right 
of inheritance of tho children being established by tho 
text (of Manu regarding the gift subsequent and tho like) 
in which the term ‘ gift subsequent’ is iiitonded to bo 
illustrative, tho equality (of shares) and the like are laid 
down by the texts like — “ But when tlio mother is dead, 
&e.” (§ 1). Thus there is no difficulty. 

The venerable Vidykrayya, however, has given both 
(the above interpretations, tho first of which is) according 
to the Smritichandrika and (the second according to) tho 
Mitakshord, but ho has not passed any opinion. 
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8. But the succession, before the sons and the like, 
of tho daughter’s daughter, and after her, of the daughter’s 
son is unanimously admitted by the authors of the Mitak- 
shar^, the (Smriti) Chandrikk and the Madauaratna as 
well as by the venerable Vidyaranya. 

But JimutavShana and tho author of the D^yatattva 
say ; — In default of tho daughters, the succession of sons 
alone takes place, but not the succession of tho daughter’s 
daughter and the like, and afterwards that of the sons. 
Since, in the text of Narada, namely, — “ Tim mother’s 
(property), tho daughters (shall take); in default of 
daughters, her (or their) issue” — the term ‘ issue’ which 
signifies, tho issue in the shape of the son and tim liko, 
cannot jjropcrly be construed with ‘ daughters.’ For the 
term daughter which signifies a particular sort of progeny 
cannot possibly be construed with another (word ‘ issue’ 
signifying) progeny, as there is no mutual requirement 
(of the words) both being alike. Nor is the want of 
mutual requirement affected by the construction (of -^lie 
term ‘ issue’) with tho pronoun tat (her or their), for this 
pronoun (relating as it does agreeably to tho opposite 
view, to tho term daughters) must present tho idea of 
daughters as such. Besides, as in tho text of Yajnavalkya 
(§ 4), tho term ‘ daughters’ has the termination of tho first or 
nominative case, and tho pronoun ‘ of them’ ft&bhyasj, has 
that of the fifth or ablative case, they cannot bo construed 
with the term ‘ issue’ which requires a word in tho geni- 
tive case to be construed therewith ; hence it is to be 
construed with tho term ‘ mother’s’ though it is separated 
by the intervention of other terms. Therefore consistently 
with the text of Ykjnavalkya tho meaning of the term in 
the text of Nkrada also, is, mother’s issue such as sons 
and the like, but not tho daugliters’ issue. Moreover, con- 
formably with the text of Baudhkyana, namely — “ Male 
issue of the body fangajaj being left, the property must 
go to them,” — the succession of the son alone as an 
immediate issue of the body is proper by reason of propin- 
quity, but not of the daughter’s son and. tho liko who are 
mediate descendants not bom of her person. 

This is erroneous. For if a word signifying progeny 
could not be construed with another word denoting progeny, 
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then there could be no such construction in the case of 
the son and tlie like also. If this argument bo met by 
saying that there can be no objection to the construction 
of two words signifying progeny when one is expressed 
to bo the progeny of the other, then the same may be said 
in this instance too. (And it must be so said,) for other- 
wiso there could be no construction even in such a case, 
as ‘ the daughter’s son.’ Therefore tliis (objection of Ji- 
nultavaliana) proceeds only from ignorance of grammatical 
construction. In the text of Yajnavalkya, however, al- 
though the son and the like alone are expressed by ‘ the 
mother’s issue,’ still this text merely recites the right of 
the sons which has aU’eady been laid down in the text, — 
“ On the demise, of the parents, the sons shall equally 
divide the heritage and the debts,” — for the purpose of 
showing that .the liquidation of the debts and the default 
of tlie daughters are the conditions of their right ; and 
there can be no inconsistency if their right takes effect 
oven after the daughter’s sons. But the text of Bau- 
dhayana, namely — “ male issue of the body being left &c.” 
— which may be taken to establish by its generality the 
son’s right of succession to the estate of the mother, or to 
establish generally the right of sons and daughters as the 
term angaja (rendered into male issue) signifies any child, — 
ought to be interpreted with reference to a propinquity 
which is not inconsistent with any other text. So this (t. e. 
the argument drawn from this text) is nothing. 

9. (The heir to woman’s property) on failure of issue 
is declared by Yogisvara, — “ If she be gone (to rest) with- 
out issue, her kinsmen shall take it.” — ‘ If she be gone,’ 
i. e.y if she die ‘ without issue,’ i. e., without leaving descen- 
dants from the daughter to the great-grandson, ‘ her kins- 
men,’ i . «., such as are mentioned in the following couplet, 
* shall take it,’ t. e. the woman’s property. 

The same sage declares the succession of the kinsmen 
in different ways according to the different forms of mar- 
riage, thus, — “ The property of a childless woman, (mar- 
ried,) also in the four forms of marriage^ of which (series 
of four) tho BWihma stands in the beginning, goes to her 
husbaua ; but if shq, is a mother, it belongs to her (daugh- 
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tor’s) (lauglitors ; and in other forms of marriago, it goes to 
the father,” — ‘ The four forms of marriage are, the Brahma, 
the Daiva, the A'rsa and tho Pinjapatya : the Giindharva 
also is included, by force of tho tei*m ‘ also.’ Or ‘ tho four 
forms’ may be taken to be exclusive of tho Brahma, and to 
include the Daiva, the A'rsa, the Prajapatya and the 
Gandharva; for the compound bruhmddishii (rendered into, 
‘ of which the Brahma stands in the beginning,’) — being a 
lahmrlhi or a descriptive adjective, the attribute expressed 
by it may be taken to have no reference to tho predica- 
tion. By this (interpretation) is removed tho disagreement 
(of this text of Yajnavalkya) with tho following text of 
Manu, namely, — “ It is ordained that the property (of a 
woman married) in (the forms of marriage called) tho 
Brahma, Daiva, A'rsa, Gandhai'va or Prajfipatya, shall 
belong to the husband alone, if she die without issue.” 

The property of a childless woman married in tho 
Brahma or the like form of marriago belongs to her 
husband, and on failure of him to tho husband’s nearest 
relations. For the nearness to tho owner being debarred 
by the husband, preference ought to bo given to the near- 
ness to the husband. 

But if a woman be married ‘ in other forma of mar- 
riage,’ i. e.f in the A'sura or the like, ‘ it goes to her lather,’ 
i. <?., to the mother and the father, since the term ‘ father’ 
fpitri) is the result of the uni-residual conjunctive compound 
(of mother and father). Amongst them also, it goes to tho 
mother in the first instance, and after her to tlie father, 
according to the principle sot forth while explaining the 
term ‘ parents’, fpitarau in the text, — “ The wife and the 
daughter also, tho parents &c.”) there being no other text 
against tho application of that principle to the present 
case. Accordingly, in tho text, — “ But the property given 
to a woman (married) in tho A'sura or tho like forms of 
marriage, is ordained for the mother and the father, if she 
die without leaving issue,” — Manu shows the jiriority of 
tho mother, by placing first tho term mother in the con- 
junctive compound mit&pitros. 

Besides, as it is expressly declared that tho father in- 
herits the property of a maiden on failure of the mother, 
so tho same order is proper in this case also. T.hu8 Bau- 
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dliayana declares, — “ The wealth of a deceased maiden, 
lot the uterine brothers themselves take ; on failure of them, 
it shall belong to the mother ; in her defkult, to the father.’' 
On failure of the mother and the father, it goes to their 
nearest relations. 

In all the above-mentioned forms of marriage without 
distinction, if the woman be ‘ a mother,’ *. e., have issue, her 
property belongs to her * daughters.’ It has already been 
mentioned that by the term * daughters’ in this text (para. 
2) the daughter’s daughters are intended. The daughter’s 
daughters also, inherit in the order of the unmarried ones, 
&c., by reason of the text of Gautama and others. And it has 
previously been stated that when the daughters take the 
property, something should through affection bo given to the 
(laughter’s daughters. When the daughter’s daughters 
have their mothers different, and those sprang from one 
mother are unequal in number to those sprung from an- 
other, they shall divide their grandmother’s property ac- 
cording to their mothers, just as grandsons (lo according 
to their fathers; for Gautama declares, — “ Or let the share 
of each class bo according to the mother.” 

10. But Jimdtavkhana says : — This text lays down a 
rule regarding only that wealth which is received at tho 
time of the celebration of marriage in the Brahma or the like 
forms, but not regarding the entire property of a woman 
niarriod in any of those forms. Because the connection 
(of the words) being, “ tho property, in (the forms of mar- 
riage called) the Brkhma, &c.,” — if the time of tho cele- 
bration of marriage be indicated, the term (‘ in tho Brdhma 
&c.’,) has a metaphorical meaning, in relation to time pre- 
sent ; but, if a woman married in those forms be intcmled, 
it has a metaphorical meaning in relation to the past cere- 
mony of marriage : hence the latter meaning is loss ap- 
proved than the former. 

The same is the opinion of his follower, the author of 
the Dayatattva. 

This i^ not right. For it being generally laid down 
in the preceding text that the kinsmen shall take the pro- 
perty of a childless woman, tho question arises, what sort 
of kinsmoit shall take the property of what description of 

■ s’ 81 
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u woman ? Therefore it is proper to say that the 

terms Uralima, &c., are intended to qualify her, (i. e., the 
cliildless woman). A a for the argument founded upon a 
consideration of the relation to the present and past time ; 
— that is worthless. Because in both (the meanings) tlio 
quality of being past is the same when the partition is 
made, (gift and marringc being then both past) ; and be- 
cause tlio quality of being ])rcscnt at the time of marriage 
is of no importance ; also because the connubial relation 
(of the woman) effected by the marriage, is of greater 
importance. 

11. But v.'hntover may be the form of marriage, the 
property received by a woman from her parents subsequent 
to the niarririge, belongs to her brothers alone. This is 
declared by Kalyiiyana, — “But whatever immoveable pro- 
))crty has been given by the parents to their daughter, 
goes always to her brothers, if she die without issue.” 

But Visvarupa and Jimdtavahana says: — What had 
been given to her by the parents before her marriage, ^oes 
to the brothers ; because what is received after marnago 
bocomes ‘ gift subsequent,’ and what is received at the 
time of marriage goes, according to the form of marriage, 
either to the husband or to th&^arents. 

This is not tenable. For there is no conflict (of this 
text with any other text,) as this text is relative to im- 
moveable property. Nor can it be argued that when the 
brother succeeds ^ immoveable property, his succession 
to moveable property follows from the rule of ‘ the staff 
an4 the cake’ (a fortiori). For that rule is not applicable 
to what forms an exception. 

12. But the fee or avlka belongs to uterine brothers 
alone, by reason of the text of Gautama, namely, — “ The 
sister’s fee or suUca belongs to the uterine brother.” On 
failure of the uterine brother, it goes to the mother ; for th^ 
same sage says, — “ After them, it belongs to the mother : 
but some say, (the mother inherits) before them.” — ^The 
latter is the opinion of others. 

1 B. Wliat was given to a woman by her handhm (or con- 
sanguine relations) belongs, if she die without issue, to her 



Sec. 14.] 


PARTITION OP IIURITAGIS. 


243 


handhuSf in tho first instance, failing them, to her husband, 
by reason of the text of KatyAyana, namely, — “ What was 
given by the handhus appertains to the ba^hua ; on failure 
of them, it goes to the husband.” 

14. But when there is a failure of the above-men* 
tioned heirs to a childless woman’s property, Vrihaspati 
ordains, — “ Tlie mother’s sister, the maternal uncle’s wife, 
tho paternal uncle’s wife, the father’s sister, the mother-in- 
law and the wife of an elder brother are pronounced simi- 
lar to mothers : if they leave no issue of tlic body, nor son 
(of a rival wife,) nor daughter’s son, nor their son, the sis- 
ter’s son and tho rest shall take their property.”: — Hero by 
tho term aurasa or ‘ issue of the body,’ both sons and 
daughters are included ; for they debar all (other heirs,) 
and the order in which they debar others has previously 
been mentioned. And by the term ' son,’ is intended the 
son of a co-wife ; for Maim declares, — “ If among all tho 
wives ofthe same person, one be a mother of a son, then all 
of them become by that son mothers of male issue : this is 
ordained by Manu.” But the term ‘ son’ is not intended 
to-be in apposition with the term auraaa or issue of tho 
body ; because in that case it would be useless, and be- 
cause the sister’s son and the rest would be heirs although 
the son of a co-wife be living ; and that would be contrary 
to immemorial custom. The pronoun ‘ their’ or tai in the 
phrase ‘ their son’ relates to the terms ‘ issue of the body’ 
and ‘ son of a co-wife,’ though they are separated (by other 
words,) and not to the term ‘ daughter’s son’ though it im- 
mediately precedes ; because the son of a daughter’s son 
is not competent to offer oblations. Hence on failure of 
heirs down to the daughter’s son, first the atiraga inherits, 
after him his sons and grandsons. For it is proper that 
tho succession should devolve on them; innsmuch as they 
are competent to present the ji^fnda and {ire liable to dis- 
charge the debts, by reason of the te^it,-^'* Debts are to 
be liquidated by sons and son’s sofis.” In their default, 
the son of a rived wife, his son and krandson (become heirs 
in their order) ; by reason of their being, under the cir- 
cumstances, the giver of the pinda^ and the liquidator of 
debts, and by reason of the text of Manu, cited above. 
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llciicc oil fnilui'O of tlioso, the sister’s son nnil the rest 
ulono, in spite of the sapimlas siieii as the futhcr-iii-law, 
ore, by virtue of this text (of Vrihnspnti) which is not re- 
concilcablo in any other way, entitled to succeed, according 
to their comparative propinquity, to the property of their 
mother’s sister and the rest. 

15. But tho daughter-in-law and others (of the same 
sex) are entitled to food and raiment only ; for tho near- 
ness as a aapinda is of no force when it is opposed by ex- 
press texts : since a text of tho Sruti declares, — “ Thcro- 
ibro women are devoid of tho senses and incompetent to 
inherit,” — and a text of Manu, founded upon it, says, — 
** Indeed tho rule is that, devoid of tho senses, and incom- 
petent to inherit, women are useless.” Tho conclusion 
arrived at by tho author of tho Sinritichandrika, llara- 
datta and other soutiicrn commentators as well as by all tho 
oriental commentators such as Jimutavahana, is, that those 
women only are Entitled to inherit, whoso right of succession 
It.is been expressly mentioned in texts such as, — “ Tl»o wife 
and tho daughters also &c.,” — ^but that othoi'S are certainly 
prohibited from taking hontago by tho texts of tho Srpti 
and of Manu. 

Thus ends tho partition of a woman’s property. 
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PARTITION OP CONCEALED PROPERTY. 

§ 1. — P«artition of concealed property. 2. — Concealment of joint property 
is theft*. 3. — llcstoratioii to be caused by gentle means. 

1. Now is explained the mode of distribution of that 
which was at the time of partition, concealed by any one 
(of the co-heirs), but is subsequently discovered. On that 
(subject) Manu says, — “When all the debts and wealth 
have been justly distributed according to law, if anything 
be afterwards discovered j the whole of it shall be equally 
distributed.” Yogisvara declares, — “ Effects which have 
been stolen by any one of the co-heirs, and which are dis- 
covered after the separation, let them again divide in 
equal shares : this is a settled rule.” — Here, from the use 
of the term ^ equal’ it appears that the (mode of unequal) 
distribution with specific deductions is prohibited : by the 
thrm ‘ divide’ it is indicated that the property shall not bo 
taken by him alone who discovers it, and that a smaller 
share shall not be allotted to him who concealed it. 

2. Some (commentators) assert that, when the (above) 
texts may have a meaning (if interpeted) in this way, the 
concealment (by a co-heir) of joint property does not 
constitute the offence of theft, inasmuch as it was taken 
under the belief of its being (his) own. This is foolish. 
For in joint property there being also the right of other 
(co-heirs), it cannot bo denied that tliere is * the wrongful 
taking of another’s property,’ — ^which is the meaning of 
the term theft. If it be said that there is no theft as it was 
not taken with the belief of its being another’s. (The 
answer is:) it is not so, since concealment necessarily 
involves the belief of its being another’s; accordingly 
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the term ‘ stolen’ is omplovcd (in the above text of Y&jna- 
valkya). (If it bo askeu) ha^ not Manu in the text — 
“ The eldest (brother) who out of covetousness defrauds 
his younger ones, shall forfeit the right of the eldest and 
his share, and shall be punished by the king” — con- 
demned the eldest alone and not the younger ones in 
case of misappropriation of common property? (The 
answer is) true : but when an act which may be committed, 
is affirmed to be an offence if committed even by the 
eldest (brother) who holds the position of a father (to his 
younger brothers), then it becomes necessarily affirmed by 
reason of the rule of ‘ the staff and the cake,’ that the same 
is an offence if committed by those (younger brothers) 
that are dependent on him and hold the position of a son 
(to him). Hence those who maintain that the texts de- 
claring equal distribution in a case of concealment of joint 
property, intend that there is no offence^ of theft, — are 
silenced by this text of Manu, as well as by the following 
text of Sruti which declares it to bo an offence without 
any distinction, namely, — “ If any one dispossesses a sharer 
of his share, he may molest him ; or if he 4oos not molest 
him, he may molest his son or son’s son.” — The meaning 
of this text of Sruti is : ‘If any one dispossesses,’ t. e., de- 
prives ‘ a sharer,’ i. e., one entitled to a share, ‘ of his 
share,’ that is, anyhow by force or fraud does not give him 
a share ; ‘ he,’ i. e., who is dispossessed of his share ‘ may 
molest,’ *. injure ‘ him,’ i. e., the dispossessor by reason 
of his offence ; if ho does not injure him, he may injure his 
son or grandson. Those, however, who are ignorant of the 
Siuti may indeed talk irrationally. But wo have al- 
ready said that even in the case of joint property, there 
being another’s right, the definition of theft is not inappli- 
cable. 

Just as (in an instance discussed in the Mfmknsa) 
the adverse argument is set forth thus, — If, when the sacri- 
ficial food consisting of green kidney -beans is not procura- 
ble, black kidney-beans be used as a substitute by reason 
of the similarity (of these two kinds of beans in many 
respects), then the prohibition laid down in the passage. 
“ Black kidney-beans are not fit for sacrifices,” does not 
apply ; because they are used under the impression that 
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they contain the constitueift elements of the green kidney- 
beans : but the conclusiorL arrived at is, that they cannot 
bo used even as a substitute, upon the ground that all tiint 
is necessary for the validity of a prohibition, being, that 
what is prohibited might take place (but for the prohibi- 
tion), the prohibition (of the use of black kidne 3 '-boans for 
sacrificial purposes), is not unreasonable, since (some of) 
the constituent elements of black kidney-beans also are 
unavoidably used, even when green kidney -beans are used, 
(because the two sorts of beans must have some of their 
constituent elements common, which make them appear 
similar), and hence those elements would have been fit 
for sacrifices. 

3. No complaint, however, should be made by the 
co-sharers before the king, and oven if it bo made tho king 
shall cause tho restoration by gentlo means : this, of which 
tho only visible object is the maintenance of good feelings 
(of the co-heirs towards each other), is declared by Kat- 
ykyana, thus, — “Property misappropriated by a landhu 
or kinsman shall not be caused to bo restored by force.” 
Nor should it bo complained that the consumption by a 
cb-heir during coparcenary was over and above his due 
proportion ; and even when there was such consumption, it 
^ not to bo takon into account by the king. To this 
effect tho same sage declares, — “ The (unequal) consump- 
tion of unseparated bandhus or kinsmen shall not be re- 
moved” (by an adjustment of accounts). Tho purport is 
that unequal consumption cannot be prevented, as it is 
unavoidable. 

It is to be observed that while these texts (of Kut- 
y^yana) may in this way be reasonably explained to mean 
no more than what they plainly signify ; it cannot bo held 
that these texts also intend that there is no offence of 
theft, for then they would have a meaning not expressed : 
hence in the above cases also, the penance for theft, and 
legal punishment must take place. 



CHAPTER VII. 


OP IMPARTIBLE THINGS. 

§ 1. — Self-acquired property. 2. — Of otlicr things not liable to partition. 

J. Now, what is not liable to partition, is explained. 
On this Yogfsvara declares, — “ Wliatever else is, without 
detriment to the paternal property, acquired by a man 
himself, or received from a friend or obtained at nuptials, 
does not belong to his co-heirs fdAijhdasJ ; nor shall ho, who 
recovers hereditary j)roperty which had been taken away, 
give it up to his co-heirs ; nor what has been gained by 
looming.” 

Tlio term ‘without detriment to the paternal pro- 
perty’ is to bo construed with all (the items of property 
described) ; fur, were it isolated in construction, then the 
items such as what is received from a friend, althougli 
they involve the expense of the paternal property, would 
not be liable to partition ; but this would be opposed to 
the practice of persons following the precepts of the Vedas, 
and, with respect to what is gained by learning, to the 
text of Nkrada, namely, — “ He who maintains the family 
of a brother engaged in the pursuit of knowledge, shall 
take, though he may be ignorant, a share of the wealth 
gained by that knowledge.” 

Kktykyana also confirms this view by the definition 
ho gives of the gains of learning that are impartible, thus, 
— “ Wealth gained through learning acquired from a stran- 
ger while receiving a foreign maintenance is termed gains 
of learning.” 

Manu also clearly says, — “ Whatever a man has ac- 
quired through his own exertion without relying on the 
paternal property, he shall not give it up to his coparceners 
(dtyhdoij ; nor w W has been acquired through learning.” — 
‘ Exertion’ signifies service and the like. 
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A special rule has been laid down by Sankha, with 
regard to hereditary immoyeable property, though re> 
covered without detriment to the paternal estate, as in the 
text, — “ When one parcener alone has by his own exertion 
recovered land which had been lost before ; the others 
shall get in proportion to their shares, but after sotting 
apart a quarter share for liim.” — The meaning is : after 
having allotted to the recoverer a fourtU^part (of the laud) 
as a price of the recovery, all the co-sharers (including the 
recoverer) shall equally divide the remaining three parts. 

Although this sort of impartibility follows from the 
very (plain) principle that ‘ what is acquired by a man 
belongs to him,’ (and so no authority of the Skstras is 
necessary for establishing it) ; still there is no defect, inas- 
much as generally the Institutes on Positive law do, as we 
have already stated in the introductory chapter, lay down 
rules which are as well dcducible from reason. 

2. Other kinds of property not liable to partition 
are mentioned by Manu, thus, — “ Clothes, vehicles, orna- 
ments, prepared food,- water, women, religious fund and 
charitaable work f yoga.kshemam as well as a passage 
are declared to be not liable to partition.” 

Patram (‘ vehicle’) means, conveyance. 

‘ Clothes and the like’ (». e. ornaments) belong to him 
alone by whom they have been worn : but those that are 
not worn but are intended for sale, are certainly liable to 
distribution. 

‘ Prepared food,’ i. cooked food, shall be partaken by 
all as much os they can, but shall not be weighed and 
divided. 

‘ Water,’ i. e., a reservoir of water, such as a well, shall 
be used by all accordingly as they require. 

‘ Women,’ i. e., female slaves being unequal (in number 
to the shares) shall not be divided, but shall be employed 
in work by turns. But women kept in concubinage by 
the father shall not be divided, though equal in number, 
by reason of the text of Gautama, namely , — ** No partition 
is allowed in the case of concubines.” 

The toim ‘ religious fund’ {goga) means a fund for 
the performance of religious ceremonies ; and ‘ charitable 
32 
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work' {ks/icmmn) signifies a reservoir of water, or tlio like, 
constructed for public benefit. The iinpartibility of tbeso 
two, though raised or made at the charge of tlic paternal 
property, are set forth as exaniplos : since, directly or in- 
directly, a partition of these is not possible, far less when 
these are hereditary. Accordingly Laugakshi declares, — 
“ Tho sages declaro that charitable work is a reservoir of 
water or tho like constructed for public good, and that 
religious fund is property set apart for tho performance of 
religious rites : these two aro pronounced impartible : so 
are tho bed aiid tho seat.” Some hold, that tho term 
yoffu-h/ima intend those who perform sacrifices and charit- 
able works, as tho king’s minister (of charitable works,) 
the (family) priest, and tho like. Others say that it signi- 
fies weapons, cow- tails, shoes and similar things. 

A passage’ is a way for ingress and egress to and 
from a house, garden or the like ; this also is impartible. 

3. Clothes and the like worn by tho father shall be 
given to the person who partakes of food at his obsequies ; 
as directed by Vrihaspati, — “ Tho clothes and ornaments, 
the bed and similar furniture, appertaining to the father, 
as well as his vehicle and the like, shall be given, afteiE 
perfuming them with fragrant drugs and wreaths of flowers, 
to the person who partakes of the funeral repast.” 

4. Also ornaments that aro worn by tho females arc 
not partible : thus it is declared, — “ The diyidas or co- 
heirs shall not divide such ornaments as aro worn by t!|(p 
females during the life of their husband : they, who do so, 
become degraded.”; — Fi^m tho term ‘ worn’ it appears 
that those that are not worn aro liable to partition. By 
the phrase ‘ during the life of their husband,’ it is indicated 
that whatever is worn in any part of the body as a badgo 
of tho husband’s life, is not liablo to partition. 

5. Also what has been received from tho father as a 
token of affection, cannot bo divided : thus it is declared, 
— ‘‘By favor of tho father, clothes and ornaments are 
used.’^By the term * are used,’ their impartibility is in- 
dicated. 
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Likewise, what has been given by the parents (is 
not divisible) by reason of the text of law, — “ Whatever 
has been given by the parents to any one, becomes exclu- 
sively his property.” 

But it is to be observed that gifts by the parents out 
of favor or affection should be guided by propriety but 
not by caprice ; for that would be contrary to the practice 
of the learned. 

6. The details of what has been acquired by the use 
of paternal property are found in many texts of law con- 
cerning what is gamed by heroism, and the like ; but 
these aro not written here for fear of increasing tho bulk 
of the book. 



CHAPTER VIII. 


EXCLUSION FEOM INIIEKITANCE. 

§ 1. — Those incoin|)i?ient to iiiliorit. 2 — Maiiitoii:»nce. 3 — Pcnanco. 
4. — Jtight cannot he divested hy snhbocinont disqnalilication ; right 
revives on suKsequont cure. 5. — I'omales disquulilied. G. — Their 
sons entitled. 7. — Outcast and his son, not to he maintained. 
8. — Son by a Avoinan of siqK'rior class. 0. — Impotent &c. can marry. 
10. — Tlie daughters and wives. 11. — The vicious are excluded. 

1. Now those that are not entitled to shares on par- 
tition (or succession) are described. 

On this subject Yogisvara, — “ An impotent person, 
an outcast aiid his issue, one lame, a madman, an idiot, a 
blind man, a person afflicted with an incurable disease, as 
well as otliers (sihiilarly disqualified) shall not, get shares, 
but shall bo maintained.” 

“ Ilis issue’" means, the issue of an outcast. 

It is to bo obsei'vcd that “ an impotent person” and 
“ a blind man,” if so from their birtli, are certainly not 
entitled to shares on i)artition, but if they become so in 
the intei'im, are certainly entitled to shares on a partition 
agi’ceably to the mode laid down in the text, — “ Or his 
allotment must bo made out of the visible estate corrected 
for income and expenditure,” (p. 94,) — provided their 
cure be efibeted by medication or the like. 

By the term “ others” are included those that have 
adopted an order other than that of the householder, that 
are inimical to their father, that arc addicted to vice (ttpa. 
juifakt,) that are deaf or dumb, and that are destitute of an 
organ of sense (or action). Thus Vasishtha declares, — 
“ But those who have adopted an order other than that of 
the householder are not entitled to shares.” So also 
NArada says, — “An enemy to his fiither, an outcast, an 
impotent person, and one who is addicted to yice take no 
share (of the inheritance), though they bo durasa or real 
sous, much less if they be sous of the wife.” Also Mauu 
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says, — “ An impotent person and an outcast aro excluded 
from a share of the heritage ; and so are persons deaf and 
blind from birth as well as madmen, idiots, the dumb and 
whoever are destitute of an organ (of sense or action) 
nirinilriya or “ destitute of an organ” is one who has lost 
an organ of sense by disease ; hence an impotent person 
does not come under it. But some say that “ destitute of 
an organ” means those that are devoid of hands, feet or 
the like (organ of action). 

2. The impotent and the other-s do not obtain any 
share but “ shall be maintained” (§ 1 Yogisvara’s text) *. e. 
supported by giving food, raiment or b)' the like. But if 
they be not maintained, a gi’ave offonco is committed ; so 
Maiiu declares, — “ To all of them food and raiment 
ought to be given by a wise man ; he who does not give, 
becomes deeply degraded.” — “ Deeply” means for life. 

3. Amongst them, however, an outcast fjmiitaj and 
one addicted to vice fupa-p&takij are excluded from in- 
heritance, if they do not perform the penanco. But of 
one who does not, out of perverseness, perform tho penance, 
the exclusion is certain. 

4. The exclusion, again, of these, takes place, if their 
disqualification occur previously to partition (or succes- 
sion ;) but not also if subsequently to partition (or succes- 
sion ;) for there is no authority for the resumption of 
allotted shares. 

Professor Vijnanesvara says that if subsequently (to 
partition or succession) their defects are cured by medica- 
tion or the like, they become entitled to obtain their shares. 
And this is reasonable; because it is by reason of the de- 
fects that they were disqualified to share ; and because the 
same principle is applicable (to such a case) as is laid 
down in the text, — * One who is begotten by one of equal 
class, after tlie co-parceners have been separated, is taker 
of the share.” (p. 92.) 

6. The (masculine) gender in tho words ‘ an outcast,’ 
&c., is not intended to bo expressive (of restriction,) for it 
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cannot reasonably bo accepted (in that sense) ; in the 
same way as in the text, — “ A Br4hniana (in the mascu- 
line gender) shall not drink spirituous liquors.” Hence, 
so far a.s is applicable, this (law of exolusion based upon 
defects) excludes the wife, the daughters or the like 
(female heirs) as well. 

6. Though the impotent and the rest are excluded 
from inheritance, still their sons are entitled to the sliares 
(which would have been allotted to them). This is 
declared by Yogisvara, — “ But of these, the aurasa or true 
son and the kshclraja or son of the wife, if free from defect, 
take the shares.” — “ Free from defeet” means, having no 
defect such as is mentioned above which causes the exclu* 
sion from inheritance. Among those (that are excluded 
from inheritance,) an impotent person may have a kshetra- 
ja or son of the wife ; the rest, an aurasa or a real son as 
well. The mention of these two kinds of sons is intended 
to exclude the other descriptions of sons. 

7. An outcast and his son are not entitled to main- 
tenance. Accordingly Devala says, — “ When the fatlier 
is dead, an impotent j)ei*son, a leper, a madman, an idiot, 
a blind man, an outcast, the offspring of an outcast and a 
person wearing the token (of religious mendicancy) do 
not obtain a share of the heritage. Food and raiment should 
be given to them excepting the outcast : but the sous 
of such persons being free from similar defects, shall obtain 
their father’s share of the inheritance.” — ‘ A person wear- 
ing the token’ means one who has become a religious 
wanderer or the like. Here (/. e., in the second verse) the 
term ' outcast’ includes also the son of an outcast, for be- 
ing begotten by an outcast he too becomes an outcast ; 
by reason of the text of law, namely, — “The issue of an 
outcast becomes certainly outcast excepting a female, for 
she goes to another (family).” The term ‘ dead’ indicates 
(only) the time for. partition, because they are not entitled 
even if partition be made during the lifetime of the father. 

8. Also Katyayana says, — “ The son of a woman 
married in an irregulur order, and he who is begotten by 
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a kinsman of tlio same family arc unwoi*thy of inheri- 
tance ; and so is an apostate from a reliyious order.” If 
a woman of a superior tribe be espoused after marrying 
one of ail inferior tribe, then both of thorn aro married 
in irri'gular order. A kshclnija or son of the M'ifc, jiro- 
createil by a kinsman of tlic same family ivitliout being 
autliorized to raise up issue, is unwortliy of inhoritunce. 

“ But the son of a woman married in irregular order, 
may bo heir, provided ho belong to the same class with 
liis father; and so may the son of a man belonging to a 
dilleient ^uit superior) tribe, but begotten by a woman 
espoused in the regular order. The son of a woman mar- 
ried by a man of inferior tribe docs not take the {rilctlia 
or unobstructed) heritage. But bare food and raiment 
only should bo given by his humlhns. But in detiiult of the 
bantVnis ho may take his jiaternal property. The bdiitlavus 
(being stop-brothers ?) shall not bo eompellod to give up 
(to him a share of) that jnoperty received ^by them, and) 
belonging to (their or his ?) own father.” ( Vide J.)aya* 
bluiga, ch. V. para. 16 and notes.) 

9. It is declared by Manu that an impotent person 

and the rest may espouse wives and have sons, thus, 

“ If an impotent person and the rest should at any time 
desire to marry, tlio oilspring of such as have issue shall bo 
capable of inheriting.” 'I'uu/u (rendered into issue) 
means oiVspring. 

It cannot be argued, how can an impotent person and 
the rest contract marriages, since they aro degraded for 
want of investiture with the sacred thread ? Because, for 
want of investiture owing to uniitness for investiture, a 
person is not degraded, any more than a Sudra. 

10. Their daughters must bo maintained till their 
marriage, and must bo married. Their wives, however, 
that arc childless and chasto must bo maintained, provi- 
ded they arc not iiorvcrse ; if otherwise, shall be e.xpelled. 
This is declared by Yogisvara, — “ Their daughters also 
must bo maintained until pi’ovided with husbands. Their 
childless wives, conducting themselves aright, must be 
supported : but such ns aro unchaste should be expelled ; 
and so indeed should those that are perverso.” 
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11. A''pastamba ordains, — “Of an oxcommunicatod 
person, tho inheritance, oblations of fond and libations of 
water cease.” — ‘ An excommunicated person’ is one in 
whoso company water is not drunk (by his caste men). 
Likewise Vrihaspati says, — “ Though born of a woman of 
equal class, a son destitute of virtue is unworthy of tho 
paternal wealth : it is declared to belong to such kinsmen 
offering funeral oblations to him as are versed in tho Vedas. 
A son redeems his father from debt to superior and inferior 
beitigs : hence there is no use for one who acts otherwise. 
What can be done with a cow which neither gives milk 
nor bears calves ? For what purpose was that son born 
who is neither learned nor virtuous ? A son who is igno- 
rant of the Sastras and devoid of courage and good pur- 
poses, who is destitute of tho practice of devotion, and 
who is wanting in good conduct, is similar to urino and ex- 
crement.” 

The meaning is this : A son who performs the obse- 
quies of his father and other ancestors, is of approved 
excellence, though he be uninitiated ; not a son who acts 
otherwise, be he the eldest and conversant with the whole 
Veda. 

The purport is, that the very ownership of the patenial 
property forms the remuneration of one who performs tho 
duties of a son : whcjrefore should one that neglects them 
have a right to that remuneration ? To this effect is the 
text of law, namely, — “ Since a son delivers his father 
from the hell called paf, therefore he is named put-tra by 
the self-existent himself” 

Also Manu says, — “ All tho brothers who are addicted 
to vice lose their title to inheritance.” — The purport is, 
that those who are incapable of performing the rites enjoin- 
ed by the Si-uti and the Smriti, as well as those that are 
addicted to vice, are not entitled to get shares. 

Thus (are described) those that are not entitled to 
shares on partition (or succession). 
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55 I. — Powor of ;i soparalotl i‘o-slian*r lo tlispospof his sliaiv. 2. — Immovc- 
alili's. 3. — Partiliuii raiiii<»t In* n»-opt‘iu*4l. 

1. Now tlie ri<?lit.s of .so]»{ir:»toJ kinsinon (arc con- 
sulcml). Oil that siilijoct Naraihi.sa^'s, — “ Wliou there 
arc iiuniy s|)ruii«;from one man, whoso tlnties arc separate, 
whoso transact Ions arc separate, aiul wlioso instriiinents of 
(hoiisohohl) work arc sejuirate; if tlio}' bo not accordant ifi 
airairs, should tlio^'-jyivo or soil their own shares, they inay- 
do all that as the}’ please ; for they arc masters of their own 
wealth.-’ 

'I'lio nieaninjr of this is : “ Many sprung; from one 
man,” /. <*., man}' brothers, — some say that the term “being 
separated” is understood, but in our o])inion, the terms 
“ whoso duties are separate,” &c., signify that they are 
separated, for it does not appear tlyit these terms form the 
predicate, (and the eonstructiou of the text is not that 
“ many sprung from tme man, shall have separate duties 
since such an iiijunetioii would bo useless ; — 
“ whose duties" such as the worship of gods, ancestors 
and the twice- born, “ure separate,” /, <?., apart from those 
of the other co-sharers ; — it does not menu that duties 
consisting in the preservation of the sacred lire, &c., are 
separate, for although the performance of these duties dc* 
|)eud ujioii wealth, still the}* are separate even in a joint 
family ; accordingly, Vrihaspati says, “ The worship of 
gods, ancestors, and the twice-born is joint among those 
who live in connnensality : but' the* same takes place in 
cveiy house of the separated kinsineu ;” and this (text) lias 
been already considered (by us;) — “ whose transactions,” 
*. c., agriculture and similar temporal business, “ arc sepa- 
rate; if they be not accordant in atfalrs,’’ /. c., if they do 
not give permissiou to each other, still “ should they give 
or sell their own shares, they may do, as they please, all 
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tliat” also any other transaction such as mortgaging, bor- 
rowing or Icnaing. 

If the separated co-sharers accord their assent then 
only the determination of any dispute becomes facilitated 
but if they do not, then gift &c., do not become invalid. 
The reason for this is, “ for they are masters of their own 
wealth,” i. c., of the property which has become the sub- 
ject of their exclusive right. The purport being, that 
mutual assent is requisite when the property is common, 
but not also when it is separate. 

2. As for what has been ordained by Vrihaspati, 
namely, — “ Separated kinsmen, as those that arc unscj)a- 
rated, are equal in respect of immoveable property ; for 
one has not power over the whole to give, .mortgage or 
sell it — that also is to be taken to lay down that tho 
jjcrmission of tho separated kinsmen is desirable simply 
for tho puiposo of the facility of determining any dispute, 
in the same way as tho permission of the headman of tho 
village. For in tho case of immoveable property tho 
determination in a different time, of the question whether 
the family was separated or joint, may become difficult if 
in the long interval the attesting witnesses and tho like 
cease to exist. Uut shoulcb the permission be granted, 
then any disi)uto (regarding tho disposition of property) 
may bo decided, witliout determining tho question as to 
partition. This is tho o])inion of Vijnfmosvara and many 
others. 13ut tho author of the Smritichandrikd says : — If 
the cQ-sharers though separated consider the partition of 
immoveable property to bo inconvenient, and so divide 
tho other kinds of property and take their shares sepa- 
rately, but keep the immoveable property joint, with tho 
stipulation that ‘ wo shall enjoy its profits by dividing the 
same at the time of realization this text (of Vrihaspati) 
refers to such immoveable property. 

This (assertion of the author of the Smritichandrikk) 
is merely an assumption ; for in that case permission is 
necessary by reason of the very fact of the property being 
joint. 

3. The same sago declares, — “ Whatever shore has 
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been allotted to any one, ho shall not complain after recei- 
ving the same.” — ‘ Receiving’ means, accepting. Any one 
who gives his assent at the time of partition and afterwards 
disputes, shall bci restrained by the king, and punished 
should he persist. This is declared by the same sage, 
tlius, — “ If any one wlio has received an allotment by 
his own choice, disputes again ; he shall be confined to 
his own share, by the king, and shall bo punished if he 
perseveres.” — ‘ Perseveres’ means persists. 



CHAPTER X. 


• ASCERTAINMENT OP A CONTESTED PARTITION. 

§ 1. — Evitlence of ivii*tit]*on. 2. — Circumstantial evidence. 3. — Ordeals 
and oaths. 4. — Partition over a^aiii. 

1. The mode of partition having been described, 
now is stated the inodo of determining a doubt regarding 
the fact of a partition having been made. 

On that subject Ydjnavalkya says, — “ It is to bo 
known that in case of concealment of partition, the as- 
certainment of the fact of partition may be made by the 
evidence of kinsmen (jnatis,) relations and witnesses, 
and by documentary evidence, as well as by disconnected 
houses and fields.” 

(The meaning is :) “ It is to bo known that in case of 
concealment,” i. e., denial, “ of partition,” made by any one 
of the separated co-sharers, “tne ascertainment,” i. <?., the 
determination ** of the fact of partition may bo made by 
the evidence ofkinsmen^” i. e,, the father’s relations, “rela- 
tions,” i. e.f the maternal uncle and tlie like, — “ and wit- 
nesses,” i. «., strangers falling under the definition of a 
witness : although kinsmen and relations also come under 
the category of witnesses, still by the rule of * the bulls 
and the heaves’ they are separately mentioned, since they 
being nearer than outside witnesses, are aware of facts 
that are incidents of partition, such as separate perfor- 
mance of the sraddlta and the like (rites.) and are ap- 
pointed arbitrators to cany out a partition : and “ by 
documentaiy evidence,” i. e., the instrument of partition : 
“ as well os by disconnected (yautaka),” *. e., scpai'ated by 
metes and bounds, — agreeably to the root yu which means 
‘ to unite’ or ‘ to disunite’ — “ houses and fields.” 

Narada says, — “ If a question arise among co-heirs in 
regard to the fact of partition, it must be ascertained by 
the evidence of agnatic relations, by the deed of partition 
or by the separate transaction of affairs.” — The term 
* agnatic relations’ is used in order to show that if such 
(witnesses) be forthcoming, other persons should not bo 
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preferred as wituesses : * affairs’ are such as agriculture 
and tlie like. 

Sankha declares, — “ Should a doubt arise on the sub- 
ject of partition of the wealth of kinsmen, the family may 
give evidence, if the matter be not known to the agnatic 
relations,” ‘ Family’ means the cognates, such ^ as the 
maternal uncle ; hence it is, that the agnatic relations are 
prominently set forth by Ndrada. The reading, ^Atribhis 
or ‘ if the eye-witnesses be not known’ (instead of ‘ if the 
matter be not known to agnatic relations’) is not genuine, 
since it is not found in old manuscripts nor iu the com- 
mentaries. 

The documentary evidence is of greater woigltt than 
the testimony of witnesses. This has been dealt with (by 
us) in the Pariblulsliil (or that part of this commentary, 
where the adjective law has been treated). 

2. Narada ordains, — “Gift and acceptance of gift, 
cattle, food, house, land and attendants, must bo consi- 
dered as distinct among separated brethren, as also cook- 
ing, religious ceremony, income and expenditure. Sepa- 
rated, and not unseparated kinsmen may reciprocally 
bear testimony, become sureties, bestow gifts and accept 
presents. Those by whom such matters are publicly 
transacted with their co-heirs, are to be known separate 
oven without written evidence.” — ‘ Religious ceremony’ 
means, the worship of gods and the like, by reason of the 
text cited before (ch. IX, § 1, para. 2) namely, — “ The 
worship of gods &c.”, — and by reason of the text of Nara- 
da, namely — “Of undivided brethren, the religious duties 
are common ; after partition, the religious duties also of 
each of them become separate.” 

Vrihaspati says, — “A violent crime, a pledge of im- 
moveable property, and a previous partition among co- 
sharers may be ascertained by presumptive proof, (if) 
there are neither writing nor witnesses.”— -The particle 
‘iris understood.-— “ They who have their income, ex- 
penditure and wealth distinct, and have mutual transac- 
tion of money-lending and traffic, are undoubtedly sepa- 
rate.” — ‘ Money-lending’ is, the investment of money for 
interest j ‘ traffic’ is trade , ‘ mutual transaction’ means. 



263 


yiBAHTTRODAYA. 


[Chap. X. 


when one brother is creditor and' another is debtor, one 
sells and another buys from him : from these and similar 
facts which cannot be accounted for except by separation, 
partition is to bo inferred. 

From the plural number in “ such matters” it is not 
to be supposed that the inference arises only when all 
these jointly exist ; because the intention is, that the infer- 
ence arises from all or some of them, and because the text 
is (not arbitrary but) based upon reason. 

3. Where the fact of partition cannot be ascertained 
by circumstantial evidence, it is to be determined by 
ordeals or oaths, according as the estate is small or largo. 
It has been set forth • in the introductory chapter, that 

When the circumstances also fail, it is to be determined 
by oaths.” 

4. When, however, no oral evidence is forthcoming, 
the circumstances arc meagre, and neither party wishes to 
have recourse to ordeals and oaths ; in such a case, Manu 
says that partition is to be made again, thus, — “ When 
a doubt arises as to the mutual separation of the co*hoirs, 
then re*distribution is to bo made by them although re- 
siding in different places.” 

It is to be observed that this is to be done in the 
same way as in the partition by the re-united co-heirs, 
after liquidating the debts of all. 

As fur what Manu says, namely, “ Only once may the 
distribution of shares take place, only once may a maiden 
be given (in marriage), only once may the same article be 
gifted (by an owner) : these three may occur but once 
— this applies in the absence of any reason for repetition. 
The same is true also in the gift of a daughter in marriago, 
as well as in any other gift. 

Thus is finished the determination of the fact of parti- 
tion in a case of doubt. 


And thus is finished the topic of litigation called Par- 
tition of Heritage. 
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born, ... ... Set ... 121 

34 
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ADOPTED SON,— (continued). 

iiuiy inbcrit from sapindas and samanodatas of adoptive father in 

default of near heirs, ... ... 12G 

mav do so if endued with good qualities or according to local custom, 127 

a child of inferior caste may be, ... ... 117 

ADOPTION, 

sons by, ... ... ... ... 100-^130 

involves the idea of father’s proprietary right over wife and son, ib. 
ADULTEROUS WIFE 

not entitled to succeed to husband, ... 133, 152 

not entitled to maintenance from heirs to undivided husband, 174 
not entitled to maintenance, when husband excluded from inheri- 
tance, ... ... ... ... ... 255 

if disposed to perform penance, is entitled to maintenance from 

husband, ... ... ... 153 

may be abandoned by husband, if perverse, ... ... ih, 

ADULTERY, 

docs not disqualify mother for inheriting, ... JOl 

subsequent, docs not divest right, ... ... ... 253 

See Adulterom Wife. 

AGNATES, .preferred to cognates as heirs, ... 200 

AFFECTIONATE GIFT BY HUSBAND, 

joint succession of son and daughter to, ... ... 220 

AFFIANCED, meaning of, ... ... ... ... lOG 

ALIENATION, 

father may make, of moveables, ... ... IG 

father cannot make, of immoveables ancestral or self-acquired, ... 17 
father may do so with son’s consent, or for legal necessity, ... 87 

any member may make, for legal necessity, ... ih. 

by widow, of husband’s estate, for legal necessity, valid, ... 141 
by wife, of stridMn^ independently of husband, not allowed as a 
general rule, ... ... ... ... 224 

by wife, of some kinds of atridhan, independently of husband, 
allowed, ... ... ... ... ... ib. 

by wife, of proj^rty given by husband, allowed in case of move- 
ables, ... ... ... ... ... 225 

by husband, of wife’s property, valid in distress, 22G 

ANCESTOR WORSHIP. 

should be performed by descendants and heirs, ... 00, 26G 

ANCESTRAL PROPERTY. 

right of father and son,’ co-equal in, ... ... IG, G5 et aeq. 

partition of, may take place by son’s choice, ... ... 40 

immoveable, cannot be alienated by father, ••• ••• •>• 17 

except with son’s consent, or for legal necessity, ... 87 

son’s share in, not legally liable for father’s debts^ 164 

AITVADHEYA, or gift subsequent, described, ... ... 222 

joint succession of sons and daughters to, .., 228 


APAVIDDHA, or deserted son, ' 
described, 


... 101 
... 110 


sec 
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Paffe 

APPARELS, not partible, ... ... 240, 250 

APPOINTMENT, to raise issue, 

an ancient custom appears to be based upon the notion of wife*a 
being an article of property,... ... ... 101 — 111 

disapproved, ^ ... ... 113, IIS 

prohibited in this Kali age, ... ... G1 

APPOINTED DAUGHTER’S SON, ... ... 100, 102 

described, ... ... ... ... ... 102 

may mean, appointed daughter herself, ... 103 

agreement Avith husband, not necessary to be express, ... ib. 

succession of, ... ... ... ... 12X et seq. 

ARSHA, Jin approved form of marriage, ... ... ... 240 

ASCERTAINMENT of contested partition, ... ... 2G0-2G2 

by direct evidence, ... ... ... ... 260 

by circumstantial evidence, ... ... 261 

by ordeals and oaths, ... ... ... ... 262 

ASCETIC, or Yati, succession to the estate of, ... 202 

ASURA, a disapproved form of marriage, ... ... 132, 210 

AURASA, or real legitimate son, described, ... ... 101 

the principal son, ... ,,, 120 

partition by, and subsidiary sons, ... ... \2\ et seq. 

AUTHORITY. 

profane, means sensation, perception and inference, ... 8 

divine or sacred, means the authority of the Sastras, 14i 

of husband, necessary for adoption by wife, ... ... 116 

of husband’s kinsmen, necessary for adoption by a widow, ... 116 

B. 

BANDHU, 

or kinsman (sec. 19), means a member of the gotra^ ... 126, 142 
means a cognate (Yijnavalkya’s text), ... ... ... 131 

in the sense of a cognate means sapindas^ i, ^., blood relations, 

belonging to a different yo^ra, ... ... 156,199 

succession and classification of, ... ... 200 

enumeration of, illustrative, ... ••• ib, 

of woman, means blood relation, ... ... ...242 

succession of, to woman’s property, ... ib. 

BARREN DAUGHTER, 

is not disqualified to inherit, ... ... ... 178 

as such, not entitled to preference, ... ... ... l8l 

BASTARD SON by a female slave, 

of a Sudra is entitled to half share, ... ... ... 130 

when to whole estate, ... ib, 

of a twice-born, entitled to maintenance only, ... ... t A 

BLIND, excluded from inheritance, ... ... ^ 252 

BRAHMA, an approved form of marriage, ... ... ... 240 

BRAHMANAS, 

inherit from a Br&hma^a in default of all heirs, not the king, ... 201 
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INDEX. 


JjROTHEIl. 

and other co-heirs succeed to a member of joint family in default 
of male issue, ... ... ... 154, iGi 

succession of, to a separated brother, ... 11)2 

uterine, succeeds first, ... ... ... 193 

half, after him, ... ... ... 194 

re-united, succeeds in default of male issue, •«. ... 205 

re-united uterine, succeeds first, ... ... 206 

re-united half, and unassociated whole, succeed together, ... ib, 

unassociated half, succeeds in preference to wife, 214 

succession of utenne, to maiden’s property, ••• ... 240 

^ ; to sister’s property, ... 242 

marriage and investiture with sacred thread, of, charges on estate, 81 

BROTHER’S SON, 

if joint, succeeds in preference to wife, . ... ... 154, 164 

succession of, to separated uncle, ... ... ... 192 

uterine, preferred to half, ‘ ... ... 193 

if re-united, succeeds in preference to wife, ... ... 205 

equal to son in conferring spiritual benefit, ... 157 


a 


CAPACITY for conferring spiritual benefit, 

does not determine suocession to joint estate,... 91 

determines priority of succession to separate person, ... ii. 

is equal, of son, grandson and great-grandson, 155 

also brother’s son, ... ... ... ... I 57 

CASTE, 

intermarriaM of a man of superior, mth a woman of inferior, 
allowed ... ... ... ... 95, 132 

intermarriage of a man of inferior, with a woman of superior, 

not invalid, ... ... ... 255 

adoption of a child of inferior, allowed, ... ... ... 117 

a wife of a superior, succeeds first, ... ... 132, 152 


CAUSE OF HERITABLE BIGHT, 

to unobstructed heritage, is birth, ... ... ... 8 

to obstructed heritage, is extinction of right,... g 

CHARGES ON INHERITANCE, 

debt of deceased owner, ... ... ... ... 154 - 

initiation of co-heir, ... ... ... 81 

marriage of co-heir, ... ... ... ... jj. 

marriage of daughter, ... ... ... 81,219 

— * sister, ... ... ... ... 53 

maintenance of widow, ... ... 158, 174 ^ 219 

CHASTITY, 


condition of wife's succession, ... ... 163, 174 ^ 

not a Mlldition of mother’s succession, ... 191 

condition of widow’s right to maintenance against husband’s 
co-heirsi ... ... ... 158,174 

not a condition of wife’s^ht to maiu^nanoe, ..: ... 163 
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CHASTITY, — (continued). Faf/c 

by subsequent want of, right to receive maintenance from bus- 

band’s co-beirs, forfeited, ... 174 

widow’s estate is not divested, ... 253 

COGNATES or BANDHUS, 

are Bapindasy in the sense of blood relations, of a different goira^ 199 
See Bmidliu, 

CO-HEIR, 

nature of ’s right in joint property, ... 42 

cannot alienate his interest in joint pro))erty, ... ... 87 

can alienate joint property for legal necessity, ih. 

is not liable for excess of consumption, ... ... ... 247 

Ccan alienate his share after partition, ... 257 

mother is a, ... ... ... ... ... 1G8 

CONCEALED PROPERTY, distribution of, ... 245 

CONCEALMENT OP EFFECTS, by a co-heir, is theft, ... ib. 

CONFLICTING TEXTS, 

to be reconciled by referring them to distinct cases, 190 

CONSANGUINITY, 

is the principle of inheritance, ... ... ... 1, 3 

nearness of, detennines succession, ••• 185, 194, 195, 200 

CONSENT, 

of sons necessary for alienation of immoveable property, ... 87 
CONSUMMATION, 

re-marriage of widow before, ... ... ... ... 107 

CONTESTED PARTITION, determination of, ... ... 260 

by direct evidence, ... ... ... ih. 

by circumstantial evidence,. •• ... ... ... 201 

by ordeals and oaths, ... ... ... 262 

re-partition , ... •«« ... ... 

CO-PABCENEB. 9mCkh%eir. 

CO-SHABEB. 8eeCb.Mr. 

COUSINS, 

may be le-onitod, ... ... ... ... 169 

COVEBTUBE, 

woman’s power over her dariog, ... 224 

CBITEBION of order of sueoession, 

is nearness of projanquit^, ... ... 1S5, 194, 195, 200 

also capacity for conferring sjmtoal benefit, ... 91 

CBOWN, 

estate of deceased, in de&iult of heirs escheats to, ... ...201 

■■ a Bribrnapa docs not, ... ... tfi. 

CUSTOM or USAGE, 

local, may be taken into connderation for determining doubtful 
.questions,... ... ... ... ... 127 

has force of law, tee set *tt tee ttt 108 
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INDEX. 


D. 


Pityo 


DATTAKA, or sou given. See Adopted Son, 

DAUGHTEll, 

maiden, entitled to quarter share on partition, ... ... 81 

succession of, to estate of separated father, ... 17(5 

order of succession amongst diflEerent kinds of, ... ... 181 

succession of, to stridhan^ ... ... 22S 

order of succession, ... ... ... ... 22 L 

marriage and maintenance of maiden, charge on inheritance, 81, 210 
DAUGHTEIMN-LAW, 

not heir to mother-in-law, ... ... 2l'li 

entitled to maintenance from mother-in-law’s estate, ... ih, 

DAUGHTER’S DAUGHTER, 

succession of, to stridhan^ ... ... ... ... 22S 

DAUGHTER’S MARRIAGE, 

charge on inheritance, ... ... ... 81, 219 

DAUGHTER’S SON, 

succession of, to separated grandfather, ... ... 183 

■ , , - — , — to etridhan^ ... 238 

perstirpesy ... ... 211 

DAYADA, 

means a co-heir, ... ... ... ... 140 

partaker of oblations, divided or undivided, 155 

— heir to the same ... ... ... 120 

DEAF, 

excluded from inheritanco y ••• ... ... ... 253 

DEATH, 

extinguishes right, ... ... ... ... 4 

opens succession to obstructed heritage, ... %b, 

DEBTS, 

moral liability of sons, grandsons and great-grandsons to discharge, 154 

legal liability of heir to discharge, ... ib. 

DEDUCTION specific, 

partition with, ... ... ... ... 53 et ttq^. 

DEED OP PAETITION, 

best evidence of partition, ... ... ... 2C0, 2G1 

DEGRADATION, 

extinguishes right in the absence of penance, ... ... 37 

excludes from inheritance in the absence of penance, 253 

DESERTED SON, ... ... ... 101, 110 

DESERTION, 

by husband, of unchasto wife when allowed, ... ... 163 


DIVESTING OP ESTATE, 

is not eaused by subsequent disability, 
DISCIPLE or PUPIL, 
succession of, ... 


201, 202 


••• 


••• 



INDEX, 


271 


Vafjc 

DISEASE, 

incurable, excludes from inheritance, ... 252 

husband may use wife's property during, ... ... 227 

DISQUALIFICATION, 

to inherit arises from physical or moral defect, 252 

DISSIPATOR OP WEALTH, 

a woman who is, not entitled to stridlian^ ...» 

DISTRESS, 

in, husband may take wife's property, ... 22G 

in extreme, theft allowed, ... ... ... ... 20 

DISTRIBUTION, 

by father's choice of his property in two modes only, , ... 53 

equal, of father’s pro^ierty, by sons* choice, ... 60 

of grandfather's property, must be equal, ... ... 65 

equal, is preferable in all cases, ... ... 70 

DIVINE or sacred authority, 

is the authority of the S&stras, ... ... 14, 25 

DIVISION. See Distribution and Partition, 

DOUBLE SHARE, 

of acquirer, ... ... ... et seq. 

of father in self -acquired property, ... ... ... ib, 

of acquirer who is re-united, ... ... 205 

DUBIOUS PARTITION, 

how ascertained, ... ... ... ... 260 

DUMB, excluded from inheritance, ... ,,, ... ...253 

DVYAMUSHYAYANA, 

or son of two fathers, ... ... ... ... 104 

DWELLING, 

husband must provide wife with, ... ... 226 

E. 


EFFECTS, not Itablo to partition, ... ... 248 

ELDEST SON, 


may be entitled to specific deduction. 

••• ... ti3 

cannot be given away in adoption. 

... 117 

ENEMY, to father, not entitled to inherit. 

252 

EUNUCH, not entitled to inherit, 

... ib. 

EVIDENCE OF PABTITION. 

deed of partition. 

260 

direct, . ... 

... ih. 

circumstantial. 

261 

oaths and ordeal^ 

... 262 

EXCLUSION: from inberitanco. 

... 262 

EXCOMMUNICATED. 

excluded from inheritance, 

256 

EXPIATION, 

removes disqualification arising from degradation, 

... 37, 253 
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P/ryc 


P. 

FAMILY, 

maintenance of, is a legal necessity, ... ... ... 87 

for maintenance of, husband may take wife’s property, 227 

FAMINE, 

at a time of, husband may take wife’s property, ... ... ih, 

FATHER, 

may alienate ancestral moTeable for certain purposes, 16 

cannot alienate immoveable ancestral or self -acquired, ... 17 

can alienate immoveable with consent of sons or for legal neces- 
sity,... ... ... ^ ... 87 

may distribute his property at his desire, ... ... 49 

in two modes only, 63 

may give a share to his wife out of his property, ... ... 57 

entitled to two shares of his property, ... 63 

equal share of ancestral property, ... ... 65 

not entitled to two shares of son’s acquisition, ... ... 69 

succession of, to estate of separated son, ... ... 185 

succeeds before unchaste mother, ••• . ... 191 

succession of , to estate of daughter, ... ... ... 240 

FATHER and SON, 

respective rights of, in joint property, ... ... 16, 74, 87 

FATHER-IN-LAW, 

when succeeds to daughter-in-law, ... 244 

FATHER’S CONCUBINES, 

not partible, ... ... ... ... 249 

FATHER’S GIFTS, 

not partible, ... ... ... ... 250, 251 

FATHER’S FATHER’S SISTER’S SON, 

isaiundAtf andheir, ... .... ... 200 

^FATHER’S MATERNAL UNCLE’S SON, 

is a and heir, ... ... ... ... ih. 

FATHER’S MOTHER’S SISTER’S SON, 

is a and heir, ... ... ... ih. 

FATHER’S SISTER’S SON, 

is a and heir, ... ... ... ... ih. 

FATHER’S WIVES, 

entitled, according to MHAkshara to shares on partition by stepsons, 80 
sonless, entitled to maintenance only, accoi*diug to the author, ... ibm 
FEELINGS, 

what is repugnant to, though legal, should not bo practised, ... 61 
preservation of good, of coheirs after separation, should bo look- 
ed to, ... ••• ... ... ,,, 247 

FELLOW STUDENT, 

succession of, ... ... ... 201 
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FEMALES, ^ Page 

as a general rule, oxeludod from inheritance, but may inherit when 
expressly allowed, . . ... ... 174, 198, 244 

arc tapindas^ in the sense of allied 1^ funeral oblations, of husband 
and of husband^s 9apindas^ ... ... ... 195, 244 

that get shares on partition are co-heirs and may be ro-united, ... 1G8 
See Wife and Wotnan'e Property. 

G. 

GAINS OP SCIENCE, 

deGned and when not partible, ... ... ... 248 

OANDHAHVA, a form of marriage,... ... 240 

GENTILES. See Ooirajat. 

GIFT, 

relinquishment by donor not sufficient to complete, ... ... 82 

acceptance by donee completes, ... ... 83 

may be revoked, ... ... ... ... 262 

of sons and daughters, ... ... 65 

GIFT SUBSEQUENT. See Anvddheya. 

GOTBAJAS or GENTILES, 

are those that are descended in the male line from a common male 
ancestor, ... ... ... ... ... 199 

includes females admitted into the gotra by marriage, 196 

— subsidiary sons admitted into gotra by adoption, ... 126 

are divided into sa|ifii<4is and .... 196,199 

GBANDFATHEB, paternal, 

succession of, ••• ... ... ... ... 199 

GBANDFATHEB'S descendants, 

succession of, ... ... ... ih. 

GBANDFATHEB’S property. See Ancestral Property. 
GBANDMOTHEB, paternal, 

succession of, ... ... ... ... ... 196 

entitled to a share on partition, ... ... 79 

GBANDSONS, 

aequire right by birth, ... ... ... 8, 90 

by different fathers, take^rr stirpes, ... 72 

succession of, to stridhan, ... ... ... ... 238 

GBEAT-GBANDFATHEB, 

succession of, ... ... ... 199 

GBEAT-GBANDFATHEB’S descendants, 

succession of, ... ... ... ... ... ib. 

GBEAT-GBANDMOTHEB, 

is silently introduced as heir, there being no express text for her 

succession, ... ... ... 199 

See Females. 

GBEAT-GBANDSONS, 

acquire right by birth, ... ... ... ...3,90 

by difEerent grandfathers take per stirpes, ... ... ... 72 

36 
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aUAUDlAN, 

father has the proferublo right to be, *... ... ... 1):{ 

GUDHAJA, or socrct-borii son, a subsidiary son, ... Ill 


H. 


HEIBS, 

rdatires are, ... ... ,.. ... l, 2 

to a separated person enumerated, ... i;il 

order amongst, determined bjr nearness of propinquity, 185, 10 1, 

195, 200 

HEUITAOE, 

defined, ... ... ... ... 2 

is of two sorts, obstructed and unobstructed, 

two sorts of, explained, ... ... ... ... Ht. 

HEBMIX, or VAnafrattha, 

sucoession to tbe estate of, ... ... 202 

HUSBAND and WIFE, 

relation of, arises on completion of ceremony of marriago, ... 107 
unity of, ... ... ... ... ... 2;iO 

as between, no partition, ... ... KJS 

HUSBAND, 

must provide wife with food, raiment and dwelling^ ... 220 

permission of, for the disposal of property by wife, ... ... 22Ji 

power of, over gtridJum in distress, ... ... ... 220 

succession of, ... ... ... 240 

must refund sIrsdXsw taken, when rich enough to pay, ...227 


I. 


IDIOT, excluded from inheritance, ... ... 252 

ILLEOITIMATE son by a female slave, 

of a Sodra, entitled to half share, or to whole property, ... 130 

of a twioe>born, entitled to maintenance only, ib. 

ILLNESS, 

during, husband may take wife’s property, ... ... 227 

IMMOVEABLE PBOPEBTY, 

right to^ not absolute before birth of son, ... ... 17 

j<rat, not saleable by a co-sharer,... ... 87 

saleable bv a eo-sharer after partition, ... ... ... 257 

^ven by nnsband, not alienable by wtfe, ... 226 

given by parents to daughter, goes to her brotto in default of 

iwue, ... ... ... 242 

IMPOTENT, 

excluded from inheritance, ... ... ... ... 252 

can marry, ... ... ... 265 

INGUBABLE DISEASE excludes firom inheritance, ... ... 252 
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INFANT, tage 

co-sharcr’s being, no bar to partition, 89 

share of, to be entrusted to guardian, ... ... ... 90 

conceived before partition, but born after, entitled to a share by 
re opening partition, ... ... ... 92, 93 

conceived after partition, entitled to father’s share,.., ... 92 

INHEllITANCB, 

vests in relations, ... ... ... ...1— A 

from an unseparated person, vests by survivorship, 1G5 

from a separated person, ... 131 — 201 

from certmn religious persons, ... ... ... 202,203 

from a re-united person, ... ... 204 — ^219 

from a woman, ... ... ... ... 228—244 

INITIATION, 

means, the performance of the SamkdraB or saeraments including 

marriage, ... ... ... 81 

of brothers and sisters, charge on inheritance, ... ... ih. 

INSANE, excluded from inheritance,. .. ... 252 


INTERMARRIAGE, 

of a mm of superior class with a woman of inferior class 
allowed, ... ... ... ... 95 et %eq 

of a man of inferior class with a woman of superior class, ... 255 
INVESTITURE with the sacred thread, an initiation, 

of brother, charge on inheritance, « ... ... ... 81 

impotent, Ac., are not fit for, ... 255 

ISSUE, male, 

includes grandson and great-grandson, ... ... ...154 


j. 


JOINT FAMILY, 

law of succession, as in ch. iii., does not apply to estate of a mem- 
ber of, ... ... ... 

succession by survivorship applies in, ... 
a person may be a memwr of, with his son, grandson, great- 
grandson, father, grandfather, great-gnindfatbor and three 
descendants, in the male lino, of father, of grandfather 

and of great-gnuidfather, ... ... 

also with the wives of these, 


154 

1G5 


72 

165 


E. 

KANINA, or inaideii>bom son, a subsidiary son, ... Ill 

KABSHAPANA = 4 x 20 x 16 = 1280 eowrin, ... ... 224 

(for the purpose of penance, taken to be equal to one rupee.) 

KINO, 

when entitled to take estate, ... ... 201 

not entitied to take estat, of Br^hmapas, ... ... xh. 
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KINSMAN, Paffo 

means a i)erson of the same gotra, ... 12(> 

KBFTA, or son bought, a subsidiary son, ... ... ...117 

KllITlilMA, or son made, a subsidiary son, ... 118 

KSHETllAJA, or wife’s son, a subddiary son,... ... ... 101 

L. 

LAME, excluded from inheritance, ... ... 252 

LAW, or Smriti, 

consolidates what was observed by primeval men, ••• ... 19 

positive, is deducible from reason, ... 20 

positive, is therefore superfluously treated in Sdstras, ... 20 

S&stras on positive, prevent the unthinking from committing mis- 
takes, ... ... ... ... ... ih. 

conflict of, to be reconciled by referring them to distinct cases,... 190 
LEGAL NECESSITY, 

necessary religious ceremony, maintenance of family, &o., consti- 
tute, ... ... ... ... 16,87,141 

See Alienation. 

LEPER, excluded from inheritance, ••• ... 252 

LIMITED INTEREST, 

wife only has, in husband’s estate, ... ... ... 140 

LUNATIC, excluded from inheritance, ... 252 

M. 

MADMAN, excluded from inheritance, ... ... 252 

MAIDEN, daughter, 

succe^ first to separated father, ... ... ... 181 

mother, ... ... 231 

entitled to quarier share on partition, ... ... ... 81 

marriage of, charge on inheritance, ... ... 81, 219 

maintenance of,... ... ... ... ... 219 

succession to estate of , ... ... 240 

MAIDEN-BORN SON. Kdnina. 

MAINTENANCE, 

of chaste widows, charge on inheritance, ... 163, 174, 219 

of maiden daughters, ... ... ... ... 219 

of illegitimate sons, ... ... ... 180 

of daughter-in-law, from mother-in-law’s estate, ... ... 244 

of wife, ... ... ... ... 220 

of unchaste wife, ... ... ... ... 153 

highest amount of, to be annually given to a female, 224 

MARRIAGE, 

of unmarried brothers and sisters, charge on inheritance^ 68, 81 
of maiden daughters, chaise on inheritance, ... ... 81, 219 

of widows, ... ... ... ... 114 

pi persons of different caste, ... ... 95, 255 
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MAIlJaAOE, -(continued). Pmte 

persons cotnpeiont and bound to give a girl in, ... ... 8(i 

completed on comi)letiou of ceremony oF, .... 107 

involves the idea of giFt of the girl, ... ... 107, 113, 202 

MARRIED DAUGHTER, 

succession of, to separated fathcu’s estate, ... 181 

to mother’s estate, ... ... ... 231 

MATERNAL UNCLE, 

is a bant/Jiu, and as such succeeds,* ... 200 

MATERNAL UNCLE’S SON, 

succeeds as a ... ... ... ... ib, 

MINOR, 

a co-heir’s being minor, no bar to p.artitioii, ... 89 

share of, to be entrusted to guardian, ... ... ... 90 

father is guardian of,... ... ... 93 

MOTHER, 

life of, no bar to partition, ... ••• ... 74 et seq. 

entitled to a share on partition, ... ... 79 

share of, becomes her ntridhan^ ... ... ... 92 

is a eo-heir of sons, .;. ... ... ... 79, 1G8 

but cannot demand partition, ... ... ... 168 

may be re-united with sons, ... ... ... 1G8, 169 

succeeds by survivorship, ... ... ... ... 164 

succeeds to a separated son, ... ... 185 

before father if chaste and virtuous, ... ... 191 

after father, if unchaste, ... ... ... ib» 

succeeds to a rc-united son in preference to wife, ... ... 216 

succeeds to daughters, ... ... 240 

right by birth of sons to stridhan of, ... ... ... 228 

no partiou of property of, during her life, ... ..• 44, 228 

MOTHER’S RELATIONS, 

succession of, ... • •• 200 

MOVEABLES, 

ancestral, father’s right to, ... ... 16, 17 

MULTIPLICITY, 

is a defect in a hypothesis when it involves a greater number of 
assumptions, .i,. ... ... 29 

N. 

NECESSITY. Seo Legal Ncccesity and Alienation. 

NEPHEWS. See Brother^e soti and Sister^a ton. 

NISHA'DA. 

is n son of a Bnihinaijia by a Sudra wife, ... 07 

right of, ... ... ... ... ... 08 

N1 YOGA or appointment to raise issue, 

practice of, censured, ... ... ... ... 106, lOS 

may be made by husband or the venerable protectors, ... Ill 

theory that widow iy?ccpting, succeeds, is rejected, ... 143, 148 



278 


INDEX. 


• Page 

NUPTIAL presents or Yautaka^ or presents before nuptial fire 

described, ... ... J* ... ... 222, 230 

succession to, ... ... ... 230 

0 . 

OBSEQUIES, 

performance of, obligatory on bcirs, ... ... ... 250 

OBSTRUCTED HERITAGE, 

described,... ... ... • ... 8 

succession to, ... ... ... ... 131 — 203 

ONLY SON, 

cannot bo given in adoption, ... ... 115 

ORDER OF SUCCESSION, 

See Suecemon, Siridhan and Se-union. 

ORNAMENTS, 

not jiartible, ... ... ... ... ... 250 

OUTCAST AND HIS SON, 

excluded from inheritance, if penance be not performed, 253 

not entitled to maintenance, ... ... ,t. 254 

p. 

FARASAYA or son of a Brahma^a by a Sddra wife, ••• 07, 119 

PARENTS, 

succession of, ... ... ... ... ... 185 

PARTITION, 

defined, ... ... ... ... ... d, 30 

does not produce proprietary right, ... ... ... 42 

means also succession or devolution, 131, 204, 228, 252 

^ of joint family property, ... ... ... 44 — 130 

of father’s property, when and by whom made, ... 44 — 53 

mode of, by father of his property not arbitrary, ... • ... 58 

on, father entitled to two shares of his property, 63 

on, father’s wives may get shares of his property, ... ... 57 

of ancestral property, may be enforced by sons, 40 

on, of ancestral property father and sons equal sharers, ... 65 

on, after father’s death mother entitled to a share, 79 

on, maiden daughters get quarter share, ... ... 81 

may take place at the instance of a single co-heir, 80 

one bom uter, entitled to a share, ... * ... ... 02 

by sons of different castes, ... ... ... 05—100 

by true and subsidiary sons, ... ... 12L — 130 

of the estate of a separated person, ... ...131—208 

See Bueeeuian, 

of the estate of a re-united person, ... ... 204 — ^219 

^ Be-tmion. 

of woman’s property,... ... ... ... 228 — ^244 

See Siridkanam, 

of concealed property, ... ... ... ... 245 

cannot bo re-opened by one that has assented to it, ... ... 250 

imj bo moked when, •0. ••• .0. o.a 66 
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PARTITION OF HERITAOE, 

means law of succ^sion an^ inheritance, ... I — I 

PARVA OCCASIONS, 

means days of new moon, half moon, full moon, and transit of 

the sun from one sign of the zodiac to another,... ... 00 

PARVANA SRADDHA, 

means ancestor worship on parm occasions. 

PATNr, 

is a wife wedded in a lawful form of marriage, ... ... 182 

succeeds ^st to the estate of separated husband without male 

issue, ... ... ... 132 

See Wife, 

PATJNAKBHAVA or son of twice married woman described, ... 114 
PINDA, 

means food, body and food offered to a deceased person at a 
Sraddha ceremony, ... ... ... 110,121 

POSTHUMOUS SON, 

born after partition entitled to a share by re-opening partition,... 94 
PRAJAPATYA, an approved form of marriage, ••• ... 240 

PRECEPTOR, 

succession of, ... * ... ... ... 200, 202 

PRESENTS, 

to a woman by relatives, become Siridhan, ... ... 220 

by strangers, not absolute Siridhan, ... ... ... 222 

PROPANE AUTHORITY, 

is, the authority of sensation, perception and inference as dis- 
tinguished from the authority of the Sistras, ••• ... 25 

PROPERTY, 

is a distinct category of its own, ... ... ... * ... 24 

notion of, is not of divine origin, , ... ... 17 — ^24 

PROPINQUITY, 

nearness of, determines succession, ... 185, 194, 195, 200 

PUPIL, 

succession of, ... ... ... ••• 201, 202 

PUTTRIKAPUTTRA, or appointed daughter’s son, 

a subsidiary son, descrioed, ... ... .... ... 102 

means either such daughter’s son, ... ... ... ib, 

or such daughter herself, ... ... * 103 

rights of, ... ... ..t 121 et ieq. 

E. 

BECOVERED PROPERTY, 

in ancestral, bj father, he has the same rights as in self-acquired 
property, ... ... _ ... ... 78, 74 

vithout detriment to paternal estate, is partible, ... ... 249 

RELIQIOUS DUTY, 

of heirs to perform Srdddia of deceased, 


see 


tee 


... 250 
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JIELTGIOUS PRINCIPLE, 

is not the principle of inheritance, ... ... 90, 91 

determines priority to some extent, ... ... 155 — 150 

according to, son, grandson and great-grandson equal, 90, 155 

RE-MARRIAGE, 

of widows, ... ... . ... 114 

of uiide61ed wi<fows, explained to refer not to Kali age, ... GL 
in the shape of appointment, of uudefiled widows, 107 

REPRESENTATION, 

rule of, ... ... ... ... 72 

RE-UNION, 

may be formed with one who was a member of the joint family, 

L e., with one male or female who obtains a share on 
partition, ... ... ... ... 1G8, 205 

equal distribution or partition after, ... ... ... 201 

on partition after, a co-heir entitled to two shares only of pro- 
perty self-acquired during, ... ... 205 

sons re-united or not equally succeed in the first instance to 
father re-united with bis brother Ac., ... 205, 217 

representation obtains on partition after, ... 205 

order of succession to the estate of one dying after, without 
male issue : 

(1) ro-united whole brother, (2) ro-united half brother and unas- 
sociated whole brother, (3) re-united mother, (4) rc-united 
father, (5) an}’’ other re-united co-parcencr, (6) unassociated 
half brother, (7) unassociated mother, (8) unassociated 
father, (9) wife, (10) sister, (12) samanodakas, 

(13) handhus, ... ... ... 205—207 

maintenance of maiden daughter and wife, and marriage of 
daughter, charges on the estate of one dying after, 219 

RE-UNITED, 

does not include son of a re-united co-sharer, ... ... 21G 

REVERSION, ' 

allowed after widow alone, the interest of other female heirs 
absolute, ... ... ... 140 

REVERSIONERS, 

after widow are or those who would take joint estate, ... 140 

RIGHT, 

to unobstructed heritage, by birth, ... 3, 4 

to obstructed heritage, by extinction of previous owner’s right,... ih. 
extinguished by death, degradation i^c., ... ... 37 

RIVAL WIVES, 

may divide husband’s property, ... ••• 132 

of, site that is married in a lawful form of marriage, succeeds 
first, ... ... ... ... ih. 

of, she that is of the same caste with husband succeeds in pre- 
ference to one of inferior caste, ... ih. 
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SACRED AUTHORITY, 

is the authority of the Sastras, ... ... 14, 23 


SAGOTRA, 

means a person descended from a common male ancestor, in the 
male line, ... ... ‘ ... ... 105, 19G 

includes females affiliated to the gotra by marriage,.,. ••• ib, 

includes subsidiary sons, ... 120 

divided into aapindaa and Bomanodahoi^ relationship extends to 
fourteenth descendant of fourteenth ancestor, or so far as 
common descent is known, ... ... ... 199 

SAHODHHA, or son received with a pregnant bride, a subsidiary son, 119 
SAKULYA, 

means a sagotra^ ... ... ... ... 142, 200 

a Bapinda in the sense of blood relation other than a Bapinda 

in the sense of allied by oblations,... ^ ... ... 150 

SALE. See Alienation. 

SAMANODAKA, 

is a Bagotra other than a Bapinda^ ... ... ... 100, 200 

relationship, extends to the fourteenth descendant in the male 
line of all the. ascendants, in the male line, up to the 
fourteenth in ascent, — barring the ... ... ib. 

or to all those that are recognised to be of common descent 
in the male line, ... i.. ... ... ib. 

SANSKARAS, or initiatory rites. 

See Initiation. 

SAPINDAS OP A PERSON, 

in the sense of allied by oblations, are his son, grandson, great- 
grandson, father, grandfather, great-grandfather, and tlirce 
descendants in the male line of father, of grandfather and 
of great-grandfather, ... ... ... 155 

in the sense of blood relations are six descendants, six ascendants 
in the male line, and six descendants in the male line of each 
of the six ascendants in th^ male line, ... ... 199, 200 

blood relations of a different gotroy though literally BapindoB are 
not technically called eapindae but bandhuBy ... ... 199 


SASTRAS, 

proper subject of, is what is beyond the means of human 

knowledge, ... ... 

still, treat of things that are otherwise deducible from reason, ... 

SAUDAYIKA, or kind gift, a kind oi Stridhany 

females may independently deal with, ... 

SELF-ACQUIRED PROPERTY, 

father entitled to two shares of his, .... 

re-united co-heir entitled to two shares of his, 

when not partible, 

86 


20 

ib. 


221 


03 

205 

248 
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SEPARATED CO-SHAREU, 

rights of,... ... ... ... 257 

SISTER, 

uterine, succeeds to re-united brother,. ... ... ...215 

maiden, entitled to quarter share on partition, 81 

marriage of, charge on inheritance, ... ... 53, 81 

SISTER’S SON, 

succession of, to Stridhan^ ... ... ; 243 

SLAVE, 

illegitimate son by a female, ... ... ... 130 

SON, 

right of, in property of father, Ac. arises by birth, 3, 13 — 17, 66, 228 
not so, according to Diyabhaga and bthers, ... i — 13, 31 

partition of father’s property by choice of, when allowed, 49 

entitled to ancestral pro|}erty equally with father, ... ... 65 

grandson and great-grandson entitled to succeed to separated 
father Ac. in the first instance, ... ... 131, 154 

— ' ■ tore-united father, Ac. in the first instance,... 205 

between a re-united, and one not so, there is no distinction, ... 217 
flucceeds to certain kinds of mother’s property equally with 

daughter,... ... ... 228 

■ other properties in default of daughter’s issue, ... 238 

SONS, true and subsidiary, ••• ... ... 100 — 130 

1, true legitimate son, or aurasa described, ... ... 101 

superior to subsidiary, ... ... ... ... 120 

2, ap]X)inted daughter’s son or ... ... 102 

means either the appointed daughter herself, 103 

or her son, ... ... ... 102 

3, wife’s son or ... ... 104 

includes Dv^dmui/iydyana, ... ... ,,, ih, 

4, secretly begotten in the house or Ou^hhaja^ ... ... Ill 

5, maiden-born or Jeanina^ ... ... ... 

6, son of twice married woman or PaunarVhaWf 114 

7, son given or dattaJea^ ... ••• ... 115 

8, son bought or krita^ ... ... 117 

0, son made or kriirima, ... ... ... ... 118 

10, son self-given or Scayandatta^ ... ih. 

11, son received with a pregnant bride or Mahoddha, ... 119 

12, deserted son or ... ... ih. 

partition by, ... ... ••• ... ... 121 

rights of subsidiary, in adopted family, ... 126 

SON'S SON, 

succeeds with son, ... ... ... 72, 00, 154, 205 

— per ... ... ... ... 72,205 

succession of, to ... ... ... 243 


SON’S SON S SON, 

succeeds with son and son’s son, ... 

per Mtirpes^ 

succession of, to Siridhan, 


72, 00, 154, 205 
... 72 
243 
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SON’S WIPE, 

is a taphida, ... ... ... ... • •• 244 

not entitled to inherit from mother-iu-law, ... ih, 

entitled to mai iitenaneo, ••• ••• ib. 

SPECIFIC DEDUCTIONS, 

2 )artitioii with, ... ... ... ••• 53 

SPIUITIIAL BENEFIT, 

not the [n'iuciido of inheritance, ... ... ••• 90, 91 

doterinines to a certain extent, priority,... ... 90, 91, 155 

SPIIMTUAL BUOTllEU, 

succession of, ... ... ... 202 

SB.VDD1IA, is a ceremony in honor of deceived, 

STEP.BIIOTIIER, 

succession of, ... * ... ... ... ... 194 

STEP-BROTHER’S SON, 

succession of, ... ... ... ... 195 

S’fEP.DAUGUTER, 

succession of, ... ... ... ... ... 234 

STEP-MOTHER. 

entitled to a sh:ire on partition, agreeably to MitaJeshara^ • ... 80 

' * to inaintonance only according to author, ... ib, 

STEP-SON, 

is like an adopted son, ••• ... 110 

succeeds to stop-mothor, ... ••• 21S 

8011 and eon’s eon of, succeed, ••• ••• ib. 

STlirDHAN, or woman’s projHjrty, 

described, ... ... ... ••• 220—224 

bears no technical meaning, ... *** . . 

no power of dis^ioSid of, without husband’s pemiission, ... 224 

exceiiting certain kinds, ... ... ... ib. 

immoveable given by husband not absolute, ... ••• ••• 225 

nialo incinbc[e have no |)on'cr over, ... ib. 

husband inay take, in distress, ••• ... 22G 

taken by husband, when recoverable, ... ... ... 227 

SrccKssiox TO, ... ... ... ••• 228 — 244 

to gift suWquent and affectionate gift by husb.and, son and 

ihuightor jointly sueeced, ... • ... ... ... 228 

to yauUihi^ 

maiden cbuighter succeeds, ... ... ••• 230 

in her default, husband succeeds, ••• ^ ... 235, 236 

to other kinds of, 

(1) maiden daughter, (2) unprovided manied daughter, 

(3) provided uuirried daughter, ( 4 ) widowed daughter, ... 231 
(5) daughter’s daughters in the same order as daughters, 

(0) ^uighter’s son, ... ... ... 238,211 

( 7 ) sou. (S) son’s son, (0) sou’s son’s sou, ••• ... 213 
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STRfDHAN, — (continued). 

(10) step-son, (11) his son, (12) his grandson, 243 

(13) husband, ... ... ... ... 239 

other heirs, ... ... ... ...239 — 244 

what is given by parents after marriage goes to brothers in 

default of issue, ... ... 242 

goes to brother, ... ... ih, 

gift by handhu goes to handhu in default of issue, ... ... ib, 

STUDENT, 

lifelong, succession to estate of, ... ... ... 202 

SUCCESSION to estate of a re-united person, ... ... 204 — 219^ 

See jRe-union. 

SUCCESSION to estate of certain religious persons, ... ... 202 

SUCCESSION to estate of a separated person, ... ... 131 — ^201 

(1) son, grandson and great-grandson, ... ... 131, 154, 

(2) chaste wife, ... ... ... ...131, et aeq. 

1, of the same caste, ... ... 132, 163 

2, of inferior caste, ... ... 

(3) daughters, ... ... ... ... ... 176 

1, maiden, 2ftnarried unprovided, 3, married provided, ... 181 

(4) daughter’s son, ... ... ... ... 183 

(5) parents, ... ... ... 185 

1, chaste mother, 2, father, 

1, good father, 2, unchaste mother, ... ... 191 

(6) brothers, ... ... ... 192 

1, uterine, 2, half, ... ... ... ... 193 

(7) brother’s son, ... ... ... • 194 

1, uterine, 2, half, ... ... ... ... 195 

(8) grandmother, ... ... ... 196 

(9) grandfather, (10) paternal uncle, (11) paternal uncle’s son, 

(12) paternal great-grandmother, (13) great-grandfather, 

(14) grand uncle, (15) grand uncle’s son, (IG> nearest 

( L7) nearest samanedbAra, ... ... 199 

(18) nearest handhu^ (19) preceptor, ... 200 

(20) pupil, (21) fellow student, (22) king or Brdhmanaa^ ... 201 

SUCCESSION TO STRIDHAN, ... ... ... 228—244 

See Stridhan, 

SUDRAS, 

inferior position of, ... ... ... 121, 130 

SULKA, 

defined, ... ... ... ... ... 223 - 

goes to brother,... ... ... ••• ... 242 

SUPERCE8SION, 

on, a wife entitled to compensation, ... 224 

SUPERFLUOUS PRECEPT, or injunction, 

is a text of S^stras, declaring what is deducible from jprofane 
authority, or from another text, ••• ... ... 5 

SURVIVORSHIP, ... ... ... 164 


ASIATIC fineimr. calciIITI 
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T. 

THEFT, 

concealment by co-heir of joint property is, ... ... 245 

allowed, when, ... ... ... 26 

THINGS not liable to partition, ... ... ... 248 


u. 

UNCHASTITT, 

excludes widow from inheritance,... ... ... 133,154 

subsequent, does not divest, ... ... ... 258 

does not exclude mother, ... ... 101 

disentitles widow to maintenance, ... ... ... 174 

■ wife of one excluded from inheritance, to maintenance, 255 

UNCLE, 

paternal, succession of, ... ... ... ... 109 

maternal, , ... ... 200 

UNDIVIDED FAMILY. See Joint Familg. 

UNEQUAL DISTRIBUTION, 

of paternal property by father’s choice, ... • 63, 63 

UNINITIATED, 

initiation of, charge on inheritance, ... ... ... 81 

UNMARRIED, 

brother, sister and daughter, marriage of, ... 68, 81, 219 

girl succession to property of, ... ... 240 

UNOBSTRUCTED HERITAGE, 

defined, ... ... ... ... ... 3,4 

devolution of, ... ... ... ... 131—203 

USAGE, 

overrides law, .see ••• etf 61 

V. 

VANAPRASTHA or hermit, 

saccession to property of, te« ••• ••• 202 


W. 

WIDOW, 

chaste, sncceeds to separated husband, ... 
re-marriage of, 

chaste, entitled to maintenance, 
cannot adopt without consent of husband’s kinsmen. 
See W^e, 


132, 163 
61, 107, 114 
... 153 
116 
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WIDOWED DAUGHTER without son, 

entitled to succeed to father, ... ... ... 178 

as such, not entitled to preference, ... ... 181, 231 

WIPE, 

status of, arises on completion of marriage ceremony, 107, 132 

husband has a sort of proprietory right over, ... ... 105, 113 

husband’s son by co-wife is like an ^opted son to, ... ... 116 

can adopt son with husband’s permission, ... ib, 

: for her own sake, ... ... ih. 

no paitition between husband and, ... ... 59, 165 

acquires a sort of peculiar right over husband’s property during 

their joint life, ... ... ... ... ... 165 

entitled to food, raiment and dwelling from husband, 225, 226 

entitled to share on partition, ... ... 57 

different castes of, ... ' ... ... 95, 132, 153 

does not succeed to joint husband, ... ... 153, 164 

succeeds to separated husband in default of male issue, ... 132, 153 

succeeds to re-united husband when, ••• ... 214 — ^216 

chastity, condition of succession of, ... ... 152, 153 

adulterous, entitled to maintenance, from husband if disposed to 

perform penance, ••• ••• ••• ... 153 

of joint co-heir, entitled to maintenance if chaste, ... 153, 174 
of re-united cof^heir entitled to maintenance, ... ... 219 

of excluded from inheritance, entitled to maintenance if chaste 

and not perverse, ..»• * ... 255 

power of, over atridhan during coverture, ... ... 224^ 

power of husband over — *»’s airidkan in distress, 22.6 

WITNESS, 

best, of partition, are kinsmen, ••• ... ... 260, 2^61 

WOMAN’S PROPERTY, 

See Siridkan. 

WORDS IN A PRECEPT, 

cannot signify two meanings, one primary and the other secondriry, 79 
WRITING, 

is better than parol evidence, ... ... 261 

Y. • ’ 

YATI or ASCETIC, 

succession to estate of, ... ... ... ... 202 

YAUTAl^ 

described,... ... ... ... 230 

maiden dauffhters alone inicceed to, ... ... ... ib. 

in default of maiden daughter, husband succeed, ... 235, 236 
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The Section on VVeve/i>2fre or litiga- 
tion of the Viremmodaya is divided 
into four parts, the .third of which 
describes eighteen topics of litig^ ' 
tions, one of these topics 
law of inheritance and siipce8i||i^',> 
called Vibtiaga or 
partition of inheritance. ' ; ; 

The present volume contains the 
text of the VIbhaga portion of tha 
Viramitrodaya with an English 
translation by a versatile scholar 
and famous practising advocate of 
the Calcutta High Court in the late 
nineteenth century. The publica- 
tion will prove to be of great 
research value for the study of the 
evolution of Hindu law of inherita- 
nce and some of the Hindu social 
problems. 



